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INTRODUCTION 
The term self esteem represents an evaluation that the 
individual makes and customarily maintains with regard to 
himself. It expresses an attitude of approval or disapproval 
and indicates the extent to which the individual believes 
himself to be capable, significant, successful and worthy 
(Coopersmith 1967). Moreover, persons differing in their 
level of self esteem respond differently to given situa­
tions, particularly if the specific situation entails a 
challenge or threat to the person's feelings of competence. 
The relevance of this construct within the realm of 
industrial organizational psychology has been acknowledged. 
Vroom (1964) has pointed to the centrality of the function 
of ego involvement with regard to the critical dependent 
variables of job satisfaction and job performance. He indi­
cated that "a person will be described as ego involved to 
whatever extent his self esteem is affected by his perceived 
level of performance" (Vroom 1962). Further, he has men­
tioned that the relationship between self conceptions and 
ego involvement is extremely influential in research on the 
specific problem of the motivational determinants of role 
performance (Vroom 1969). 
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A SELF CONCEPT BALANCE MODEL 
Based on the view that people prefer consistent to 
inconsistent information about themselves (Lecky 1945) and 
on the instrumentality notions derived from the work of 
Lewin (1938), Vroom (1964) offers the framework for a Self 
Concept Balance Model which incorporates empirical evidence 
on work motivation. The model is ahistorical and cognitive. 
Although Vroom has not formally presented the model. Figure 
1 describes the relationships between the major elements 
referred to in his book on Work and Motivation. 
Vroom's critical assumption states that both task and 
personality variables are required for an understanding of 
job satisfaction and job performance. He finds that availa­
ble empirical evidence supports this view. Moreover, it is 
the interaction between task variables and personality vari­
ables that determines levels of job satisfaction and job 
performance. He subsumes personality variables under the 
general term "self concept" and refers to the self concept 
as it involves the individual's perception of his specific 
task competence, rather than a generalized personality 
construct of ability. Vroom does not deny the influence of 
past experiences of success and failure on the perceptions 
of the individual, yet stresses the present rather than the 
past. The task characteristics are significant to the extent 
that they can be said to be relevant, and task relevance is 
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defined by the relationship between valued attributes 
possessed by the performer and perceived abilities required 
for the performance of the task. Thus, a task is defined as 
relevant when it entails congruence between the task and the 
task performer. 
To the extent that a task is perceived as relevant, the 
individual will be ego involved, and his expectations with 
regard to satisfaction to be derived from the task and per­
formance at the task, will follow; conversely, if the task 
is perceived as irrelevant, expectations regarding satisfac­
tion and performance will be consistent with this new cogni­
tion. After the task has been performed, feelings of success 
or failure, which refer to effective or ineffective task 
performance, will affect the individual. Vroom indicates 
that if a person believes himself to possess an ability, and 
believes that successful performance of tlie task requires 
that ability, he will prefer performing the task effectively 
to performing it ineffectively- This results from the as­
sumption that consistency notions govern the individual's 
reactions to the task, and establishes the extent to which 
the task performer will exert his efforts in its perform­
ance. States of balance or imbalance proceed from the 
person's experience with the task, and indicate the degree 
of agreement between expectations and outcomes. The individ­
ual experiences balance when success follows work on a 
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relevant task, and conversely, experiences imbalance when 
failure follows work on a relevant task- When the task is 
defined as irrelevant* however, i.e. when there is a low 
correlation between attributes possessed and valued by the 
subject, and abilities required for the task, the resultant 
state of balance is neutral, given that neither success nor 
failure are significant cognitions. In the case of relevant 
tasks, success leads to balance and thus to satisfaction, 
whereas failure leads to imbalance and thus to dissatis­
faction. In the case of irrelevant tasks, it is assumed that 
success or failure result in the face of non-involvement, 
and thus no definitive statement can be made on the result­
ant states of satisfaction. On the basis, however, that suc­
cess is rewarding and failure punishing, even resulting from 
an irrelevant task, it can be assumed that success will lead 
to a measure of satisfaction, whereas failure will be 
distorted given that, lacking significance, the potential 
threat is not acknowledged by the person. As the task devel­
ops, therefore, individuals working on relevant tasks and 
meeting success are reinforced in their feelings of 
competence, and gain satisfaction; their expectancy of 
future success is bolstered and their degree of involvement 
maintained or even heightened. Performance will be affected, 
because the perceptions which result from involvement in the 
task affect self esteem, and as a consequence, satisfaction 
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will be affected. On the other hand, individuals working on 
relevant tasks yet meeting failure, experience dissonance 
and dissatisfaction; the cognitions which emerge appear to 
deny prior self concept. As the task develops, expectancy 
will decrease, i.e. their view of themselves as competent on 
that specific task will suffer, and they will increasingly 
attempt to withdraw either from the task itself, if this is 
open to them, or psychologically, by devoting less effort to 
the task. Their expected level of performance will be 
affected because their self concept is confronted with a 
dissonant cognition. In contrast, to the extent that indi­
viduals working on irrelevant tasks are not ego involved, 
the outcomes of success or failure on such tasks will not 
affect their performance — and their satisfaction only 
minimally — unless, as a conseguence of success, the task 
is redefined as relevant. 
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Self Esteem as a Variable 
Several studies have evaluated the work-relevant 
aspects of the construct self esteem. In an unpublished stu­
dy, Vroom (quoted in Vroom 1964) found that the valence, 
i.e. attractiveness, of an occupation is a function of the 
degree to which the individual perceives a given task's 
characteristics as congruent with his self concept. Vroom 
asked subjects to rank five occupations in order of prefer­
ence, and to state what occupations they planned to enter 
after completing their education. Each subject's self con­
cept was measured by the Q-sort technique. Product moment 
correlation coefficients were computed between (1) each 
subject's self concept and his concept of the requirements 
for success in each of the occupations, and (2) his actual 
self concept and his ideal self concept. Vroom found that 
individuals preferred and chose occupations which they be­
lieved would give them an opportunity to use whatever skills 
they possessed. He also broke down the sample into three 
subgroups according to the degree of correspondence between 
the subject's self and ideal self concepts; for the High 
Self Esteem group (HiSE Ss), the relationship between va­
lence of occupation and the amount of congruence between the 
subject's actual self concept and his concept of 
occupational requirements was greater than for the Low Self 
Esteem subjects (LoSE Ss). The differences were found to be 
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greatest for those occupations ranked first in order of 
preference. 
Korman (1969) found that HiSE Ss are more likely to 
search for relevance of job requirements to self perceived 
characteristics. Four separate studies supported the finding 
that self esteem — as measured by scores on the Self Assur­
ance Scale on the Ghiselli Self Description Inventory 
(Ghiselli, undated) — serves as a moderator in decisions 
involving vocational choice. Korman found the relationships 
are strengthened by the finding that "even when the LoSE Ss 
are provided with the fulfillment of their desires, it does 
not lead to satisfaction on their part." On the basis of his 
research, Korman (1970) has proposed a hypothesis of work 
behavior which suggests that "all other things being equal, 
individuals will engage in and find satisfying, those 
behavioral roles which will maximize their sense of 
consistency or cognitive balance". This contention is based 
on research on (1) self competence as a generalized person­
ality construct, (2) task specific self competence, as rela­
ted to particular tasks at hand and arising from 
differential learning experiences, and (3) organizational 
and interpersonal expectation, as understood by the extent 
to which others think the individual is competent and exhib­
it such thoughts by their behavior. 
Kaufman (1962) carried out a laboratory experiment 
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designed to test one aspect of Vroom*s hypothesis and found 
support for the general consistency explanation. He examined 
the effects of "Liking for an Ability", relevance of the 
ability for successful performance on the task, and value of 
the outcome of successful performance upon expected perform­
ance, actual performance, and responses to failure. "Liking 
for an Ability" was manipulated by representing that ability 
as highly related to persons in high managerial positions or 
as one whose usefulness was limited to certain jobs within 
one industry; relevance was manipulated by instructions 
stating that speed of closure was/wasn't related to a second 
task to be completed; outcome-value was manipulated by 
offering/not offering payment for successful completion of 
the task. Subjects were asked to estimate the likelihood of 
completing the second task successfully and upon completion, 
were all told they had failed. They, were then asked to rate 
themselves on the degree of possession of speed of closure, 
to state the relevance of that ability to the task they had 
failed in, to estimate the number of items completed, and to 
state their liking for the ability, the degree of satisfac­
tion with their performance, and their liking for the exper­
iment. Finally, subjects were asked to choose for their 
third task between one represented as "similar" to the first 
one, and one purportedly unrelated to it. He predicted that 
subjects who had been induced to believe that they possessed 
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a valued attribute would be more highly motivated to perform 
on a task which required this attribute, than those subjects 
who had not been given comparable information. Subjects were 
randomly assigned to one of the eight cells of a 2x2x2 de­
sign which included High/Low liking for the ability. High/ 
Low relevance conditions, and High/Low outcome values for 
successful completion, all subjects were allowed to succeed 
with the first task and were told that their performance in­
dicated possession to a very high degree of the ability 
"Speed of Closure". The results were analyzed in terms of a 
Balance Model of the Self Concept based on the writings of 
Heider (1958). The model postulated that motivational ef­
fects arise from incompatibilities between expected and 
actual events on the one hand, and between desired and 
actual events on the other. The first type of 
incompatibility, cognitive in nature, was found to produce 
realistic and rational evaluation of the self and of the 
situation. Incompatibilities between desired and actual 
events were found to produce a variety of unrealistic and 
inconsistent responses, which might be construed as defen­
sive processes. 
Scalia (1966) replicated these findings and provided 
further support for the proposition by showing that 
superiority in performance of subjects who had been told 
that the second task required "Speed of Closure", was not 
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obtained for subjects induced to believe that they had a low 
degree of the ability- Aronson & Carlsmith (1962) had previ­
ously obtained evidence of a "self consistency" motive in an 
experiment which showed that subjects who have been lead to 
believe that they lack social sensitivity, tend to behave in 
such a way as to confirm rather than disconfirm this false 
feedback, even though this is presumably unpleasant. Other 
evidence, however, suggests that subjects may perform in 
such a way as to implement favorable self conceptions: Lowin 
S Epstein (1965) and Ward S Sandvold (1963) failed to 
replicate Aronson S Carlsmith*s findings. They found 
evidence of "success seeking" behavior as against 
"consistency seeking" behavior. Similar conclusions have 
been suggested by the work of Alper (1946) , French (1955) 
and Kaustler (1951) concerning the effects of instructions 
regarding the nature of the task on effectiveness of task 
performance- They found evidence of higher performance when 
subjects were told that the task required some highly 
desired ability, than under neutral circumstances. 
In a series of laboratory experiments, Locke (1967) 
found that success is related to satisfaction in terms of 
congruence between expectations and outcomes. The experi­
ments examined the relationship between deviations of 
outcome from expectation and affect using goal seeking tasks 
on which the subject was responsible for the outcome. All 
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experiments yielded a linear relationship between the degree 
of deviation and affect; positive deviations (when the sub­
ject did better than expected) were valued more than nega­
tive deviations (when the subject did worse than expected) . 
However, further analyses demonstrated that it was not devi­
ation from expectation that was responsible for the affect 
differences, but success and failure, which were associated 
with positive and negative deviations from expectancy, re­
spectively. Success produced satisfaction and the same 
amount of satisfaction, whether it was expected or 
unexpected; failure produced dissatisfaction and the same 
amount of dissatisfaction whether it was expected or 
unexpected. It was suggested that it was the relationship of 
outcome to aspiration? rather than the relationship of 
outcome to expectation, that determines affect, also of 
interest is the finding that a significant positive linear 
relationship appears to exist between success and liking for 
a task, and satisfaction with the task (Locke 1965, 1966) . 
The relationship was investigated in a series of four labo­
ratory experiments with a number of different tasks, meas­
ures and situations. The significant positive linear rela­
tionship was obtained in all cases. The major reasons given 
for liking a task involved attributes of the individual's 
performance, e.g. improvement; reasons given for not liking 
a task most often involved attributes other than individual 
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performance, e.g. task monotony. 
Korman (1968a) reported the results of a series of 
three experiments which support the general hypothesis that 
there is a positive relationship between task success and 
task satisfaction for persons who hold themselves in HiSE, 
but that this relationship doesn't appear to exist for LoSE 
Ss — as measured by the Self Acceptance Scale on the 
Ghiselli Self Description Inventory —. 
Korman (1967) further found that need satisfaction was 
significantly related to overall satisfaction for HiSE Ss, 
but not for LoSE Ss: this was supported by findings from two 
correlational studies and one experimental study. 
also of interest are the findings of several 
researchers within the area of equity theory. Andrews & 
Valenzi (1970) found that, in a role playing situation which 
involved a selection of inequitable treatment conditions, 
self esteem accounted for a large part of the variance in 
the subject's questionnaire responses, almost to the 
exclusion of equity theory considerations. The study was de­
signed to test whether, when the perceptions of overpayment 
inequity are induced by challenging the worker's 
qualifications for the job, wage inequity responses were 
confounded by responses in terms of self-image of the sub­
ject as a worker. On the basis of a role projection task, 
subjects rated self-image induction as more plausible than 
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wage inequity induction, as a result of which the 
researchers concluded that earlier tests of equity theory 
may really have been tests of consistency of self-image in a 
specific situation. Wiener (1970) created two conditions of 
inequity and two control conditions of equity, and within 
each of the four conditions, subjects were induced to engage 
in ego-oriented versus task-oriented performances. The re­
sults, in terms of productivity data, showed — among other 
findings — that the input overcompensation manipulation 
seemed to reflect a "reaction to devalued self esteem" 
rather than an emotion of inequity dissonance. Further, 
Evans S Molinari (1970) tested whether equity manipulations 
attacking a subject's qualifications for a task, generated 
feelings of low self esteem and high insecurity. They varied 
conditions of job security and equity/inequity, and the in­
structions stressed the relationship between competence and 
job security. Given that their findings revealed insecurity 
as a better predictor of performance than the equity manipu­
lation, they concluded that equity theory did not provide 
adequate explanations for results of piece-work overpayment 
when it is induced by attacking the qualifications of the 
worker. Evans S Molinari did not control for the confounding 
effects of devaluation of self esteem, however, and thus 
their study remains inconclusive. 
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Task Characteristics 
Likert (1961) has suggested that "as tasks become more 
varied and require greater use of skill, the relationship 
between job satisfaction and job performance becomes 
increasingly positive." Although Vrooa noted that this hypo­
thesis has intuitive value and is partially supported, the 
available empirical data do not provide an adequate test of 
Likert's proposition (Vroom 1969). Vroom's model incorpo­
rates the statement that the effects of performance on sat­
isfaction vary with the extent to which performance is 
relevant to the worker's self conception. Thus, if complex 
and varied tasks are those generally perceived as more 
relevant, Vroom's model incorporates Likert's suggestion. 
Kaufman's study quoted earlier found, as predicted, that de­
gree of relevance was positively related to estimated proba­
bility of success, amount wagered, performance speed, and 
was negatively related to the degree of perceived possession 
of the ability after failure. Also, outcome-value was 
positively related to performance, though significantly so 
only after the first trial. Contrary to prediction. High 
Relevance/High Liking subjects rated themselves lower on 
possession, and perceived the relevance of the ability to be 
greater than did High Relevance/Low Liking subjects. Under 
high relevance, high liking produced more favorable recall 
of performance, greater dissatisfaction, and a higher 
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percentage of "similar" post-failure choices, than did low 
liking. 
Korman (1968b) found that goal difficulty significantly 
moderated the relationship between self esteem and perform­
ance in a creative thinking task: under hard goals, HiSE Ss 
produced more than did LoSE Ss. There were no differences 
between these two groups under conditions of easy goals. 
Locke (1968) studied the relationship between task dif­
ficulty and task performance. He summarized the available 
empirical data from Dey & Kaur (1965), Mace (1935), Eason & 
White (1961) and Siegel & Fouraker (1960) and concluded that 
difficult tasks produce a higher level of performance — as 
measured by output data — than do easy tasks. This finding 
is subsumed under the more general finding that difficult 
goals produce a higher level of performance (output) than do 
easy goals. 
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Summary of the Review of the Literature 
Two general statements can be made as a result of the 
review of the literature on task variables and on self 
esteem, as they relate to task satisfaction and to task per­
formance. The first refers to the importance of task charac­
teristics as causal variables influencing subsequent task 
satisfaction, and perceived and actual task performance. The 
second indicates that research on self esteem consistently 
demonstrates that HiSE Ss appear to perform differently and 
to derive different affective conclusions from their partic­
ipation in particular tasks, than do LoSE Ss. The Self Con­
cept Balance Model offers a framework on which to study the 
interrelationships between specific personality and task 
variables on task satisfaction and on task performance, al­
though the model, derived from the work of Vroom, could be 
used to generate an extremely large number of hypotheses, 
such a strategy seems inappropriate, given the paucity of 
studies explicitly designed to test its propositions. The 
study is therefore not intended as a test of the model, but 
as an empirical investigation of the constructs used in the 
model, as well as of other job measures not necessarily re­
lated to the model. However, a few hypotheses are in order, 
based on several of the studies cited above (Kaufman 1962, 
Korman 1968a & 1968b, Locke 1968, and Scalia 1966). 
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Hypothesis # 1 - Before receiving actual competence infor­
mation on a given task, HiSE Ss will expect to perform 
significantly better on that activity than will LoSE Ss 
(see page 34) . 
Hypothesis # 2 - Subjects performing a relevant task will 
expect to improve their performance significantly and 
will express a greater degree of anticipated satisfac­
tion as derived from their experience on the particular 
task, than will those performing an irrelevant task. 
The relationship will be stronger for HiSE Ss than for 
LoSE Ss (see pages 39 and 44) . 
Hypothesis # 3 - The relationship obtained between Perceived 
Task Performance and Actual Task Performance will be 
significantly greater for competent subjects performing 
a relevant and difficult task, than for incompetent 
subjects performing an irrelevant and simple task (see 
page 65) . 
Hypothesis # 4 - The relationship obtained between Derived 
Satisfaction and Perceived Task Performance will be 
significantly greater for competent subjects performing 
a relevant and difficult task, than for incompetent 
subjects performing an irrelevant and simple task (see 
page 67). 
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METHOD 
Subjects; One hundred and sixty students enrolled in the 
Introductory Psychology course at Iowa State University 
served as subjects. 
Task: The experimental paradigm was a standard multiple-cue 
probabilistic inference task (Dudycha & Baylor 1966). In 
this task, subjects are shown a series of sets of one-digit 
cue values, one set at a time, and are asked to make predic­
tions as to what one-digit criterion number is associated 
with each cue set. After each prediction, subjects are shown 
the "correct" answer. Thus, for any given subject, the 
correlational relationship between cue sets and criterion 
values is determined over the n experimental trials, i.e. 
each of the n k-tuples represents a point from a 
multivariate normal frequency distribution which describes 
that specific correlational relationship. Thus, the 
subject's task is to become an "intuitive statistician" and 
learn the underlying relationship between the X's and Y so 
that he may predict Y with increasing accuracy as his exper­
ience with the task increases. 
Using the cues, criterion and response values, two sep­
arate least squares regression equations can be computed; 
one of these is the optimal prediction strategy an individu­
al could use; the second expresses the way the subject has 
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actually used the cues to make predictions. After obtaining 
the two regression equations, predicted values can be calcu­
lated for each trial. By intercorrelating the two sets of 
numbers, correlative indices of achievement, consistency and 
matching can be obtained. These three indices represent the 
following relationships; the achievement index measures the 
degree of agreement between the criterion values and the re­
sponses of the subject over n trials; the consistency index 
indicates the extent to which the subject consistently uses 
his strategy; and the matching index reflects the degree to 
which the regression equation of the subject matches the 
optimal equation of the environment. 
For the purposes of the experiment, one hundred obser­
vations were sampled from an independently distributed, 
seven-variate, normal distribution, through the use of a 
computer program (Wherry, Naylor, Wherry & Fallis, 1965). 
The correlations among the seven variables are shown below: 
12 3 4 5 6 
2 .0934 
3 -.0749 .0984 
4 -.0493 -.0524 .1223 
5 -.0060 .1195 -.1551 -.0281 
6 .0070 -.0291 -.0394 -.0088 .0111 
7 .0655 -.0255 .0184 .0102 -.1412 .1130 
22 
Criterion values were obtained by means of regression 
equations of the type: 
y, = i-y/Tr/r -tjï^ X7 
Yz = "f J'4^  Xi,. -f 
where for both equations the multiple R squared value was 
.90, i.e. X7 represented the error component. Due to 
rounding errors and to the non zero correlations between the 
variables, however, the obtained values deviated from those 
desired, as follows; for the two cue task, the multiple R 
squared value was equal to .90 and for the six cue task, the 
corresponding value was equal to .86. (For the two cue task, 
the variables used were the ones numbered 2 and 4). 
Design: The basic design was a 2x2x2x2 factorial, which in­
cluded two levels of Perceived Task Difficulty, two levels 
of Perceived Task Relevance, two levels of Perceived Task 
Competence, and two levels of Self Esteem. An additional 
factor of Trial Blocks was included for analyses of the cor­
relation indices and qualification items (i.e. perceived 
performance measures) . 
Manipulations: First, different levels of Perceived Task 
Difficulty were induced by using cue relationships, obtained 
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through pilot work, which elicited significantly different 
evaluations on an Easy/Difficult continuum. These were de­
veloped as follows: two similar tasks were designed. In the 
first, two cues were given; in the second, six cues were 
given. Eighty subjects — forty in each condition — were 
asked to rate these tasks with regard to Perceived Task Dif­
ficulty on a 9-point scale. The data were analyzed by means 
of a two-tailed t test and the statistical level of 
significance attained was that of p < .025, with subjects 
rating the six-cue task significantly more difficult than 
the two-cue task. Second, Level of Competence, to represent 
Task Specific Self Esteem, was induced by exposing the dif­
ferent experimental groups to false norms also developed 
through pilot work: low norms were assumed to induce 
perceptions of competence, and high norms were assumed to 
induce perceptions of incompetence. These false norms were 
established as follows; the median number of hits was com­
puted for subjects experiencing the two-cue task and the six-
cue task. To this value, an adequate number of hits was 
added so that the resulting score represented the ninety 
percentile — for incompetence inducing norms — or 
subtracted so that the resulting score represented the ten 
percentile — for competence inducing norms —. Third, 
Relevance was induced by instructions: subjects in the two 
conditions learned that the ability required for the task at 
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hand was (a) one of the most valuable attributes possessed 
by both decision makers and creative individuals in our 
society, or (b) only of proven value in clerical tasks. 
These false statements were spuriously quoted from the work 
of fictitious researchers from Harvard and Berkeley. 
Measures : Subjects were blocked on levels of Self Esteem, as 
measured by responses to the Self Acceptance items on the 
Berger Self Acceptance Scale (Berger 1952). This scale has 
received.extensive support from validity studies (Shaw S 
Wright 1967). 
After a practice session with the task, subjects were 
administered a Pre-Task Questionnaire (Appendix 1) with 
items measuring: Expected Satisfaction, Expected Performance 
and Perceived Ability Possession. After every ten trials, 
subjects were asked to assess their qualifications for the 
task, thus obtaining measures of Perceived Performance 
(qualifications). Measures of Actual Performance were ob­
tained from the responses to the task, and were used to 
compute Achievement, Consistency and Matching Indices. After 
the task was completed, subjects were administered a Post-
Task Questionnaire (Appendix 2) with items measuring: 
Expectancy; Ego Involvement; Derived Satisfaction; Antici­
pated Satisfaction; Perceived Task Difficulty; Derived Task 
Relevance; Perceived Value of the Activity and Avowed 
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Cheating Behavior. Further, a measure of Perceived Task Per­
formance was obtained after the last set of trials. 
Procedure; All students enrolled in the Introductory Psy­
chology course during the Spring 1971 quarter, were adminis­
tered the Berger Self Acceptance Scale. Approximately one 
hundred subjects per block, scoring in the upper and lower 
15% ranges were asked to participate in an experiment, with 
the explanation that their names had been drawn randomly. 
Only eighty subjects were actually required for the experi­
ment, but it was assumed that a few students would not 
actually appear at the agreed upon time; actually, at least 
eleven students came in for every experimental condition. 
This allowed the experimenter to drop any subjects who stat­
ed they had cheated. Given that most experimental conditions 
still had more than ten subjects, the extra number of 
students — above ten per cell — were randomly selected 
out, thus reducing the total to ten subjects per cell. 
Students from each block chose one of eight dates offered 
for an experimental session lasting one hour, and met in 
groups of ten. Upon arrival, students sat at desks and found 
Instruction Sheets (Appendices 3, 4, 5 & 6) and Answer 
Sheets (Appendix 7) . The experimenter read the Instructions 
and entertained questions. Three examples were shown and 
commented upon preceding the task itself. Subjects were 
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informed that the first ten trials would be run for practice 
purposes only. The Pre-Task Questionnaire was administered 
after these ten practice trials. 
The task purportedly dealt with vocational choice and 
job desirability. On a screen, subjects were shown sets of 
cues (job desirability characteristics) and were asked to 
judge how desirable that specific job was. After they had 
written their answer down, they were shown what purportedly 
was the answer given to the same cues by successful job­
holders, at the time those job holders first entered their 
jobs. At this time, the experimenter mentioned that, given 
that experience had shown that most subjects liked to com­
pare their performance with that of others, they would be 
given, after every ten trials, the number of hits of the av­
erage Iowa State student. The experimenter stressed that it 
was entirely up to the individual student to decide whether 
he wanted to keep track of this matter or not, but that 
space had been provided on the Answer Sheets for this if 
they did desire to use it. If their choice agreed with that 
of tha job holders, they scored a hit. After every ten 
trials, they were free to add up their hits and the experi­
menter announced what the average Iowa State student had 
scored for that set of trials. This was repeated every ten 
trials. After one hundred trials, the task was completed and 
the Post-Task Questionnaire was administered. Subjects were 
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thanked and debriefed at that time, and were asked not to 
communicate their knowledge to their peers for one week, at 
which time the experiment would have been completed. 
Task Data Analysis; Multiple regression analyses, one for 
each of the subjects over the one hundred trials were 
performed, for all sixteen experimental conditions, to ob­
tain predicted response values. Similar analyses were run on 
the criterion values to obtain predicted criterion values. 
For each of the conditions values were intercorrelated. This 
matrix yielded values of the achievement, consistency and 
matching indices. Analyses of variance were performed on the 
Fisher z transforms of these three performance indices. All 
factors but subjects were treated as fixed factors. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The following section summarizes the findings on the 
dependent variables- Each subsection includes statements as 
to how variables were measured, what predictions followed 
from the proposed Self Concept Balance Model, and what con­
ditions reached statistical levels of significance. Results 
are presented in the following order: Manipulation Checks; 
Pre-Task Measures; Post-Task Measures; Performance Measures; 
Qualification Items; Correlations among Measures. Each of 
the above subsections is followed by a summary table indi­
cating the pattern of obtained significance. The -05 level 
was chosen for significance for all measures; in certain 
cases where the findings approached significance (p < . 10.) , 
mention is made of the results obtained. Means for reported 
data are included in the body of the text. Moreover, for 
those interactions that appeared to warrant further study, 
the data was tested following Scheffe's (Winer 1962) proce­
dure, in order to assess the significance using a more 
stringent error rate and thus gain increased confidence in 
the findings- Early reference to a subsection table provides 
an overall picture of the results discussed in that subsec­
tion. 
The data included in this section is extensive and com­
plex. For this reason the interpretation of the data follows 
a sequential process, with each finding being discussed 
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briefly and incorporated into the scheme used by the 
researcher. The major elements considered most consistently 
in this integrative process are: (a) the characteristic re­
sponse patterns of Hi versus LoSE Ss, e.g. defense mecha­
nisms, susceptibility to experimental inductions; (b) the 
effect of the competence manipulation; and (c) the differ­
ences between possessed and valued abilities, as evidenced 
by the reevalutive process related to the relevance manipu­
lation. 
Manipulation Checks 
adequacy of the relevance manipulation was evaluated by 
responses to two pre-task items: (a) Perceived Ability 
Possession, as measured from answers to "Does this activity 
require abilities that you possess now?", and (b) Expected 
Performance, as measured from answers to "At this time, how 
well do you think you will perform on this activity?". The 
relevacce main effect on the ability possession item ap­
proached significance (F= 3.67; df= 1, 152; p < .06), and 
the expected performance item attained significance 
(F= 5.95; df= 1, 152; p < .025). The means for these two 
items indicated that individuals in the irrelevant condi­
tions perceived their ability possession to be greater and 
expected to perform better than those in the relevant ones. 
To interpret these results, it may be useful to remember 
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that the difference in instructions between relevance and 
irrelevance was one of attributes possessed by few members 
of the population, as against a supposedly widespread 
qualification. This may imply that before actual knowledge 
of task performance (competence) was gained, subjects 
perceived themselves to have greater ability and expected to 
do better on tasks that required abilities that were de­
scribed as frequently possessed, i.e. irrelevant. 
As a control for the competence manipulation, the fol­
lowing item, introduced after the practice session, was 
analyzed; "it this time, how qualified do you feel at this 
task?" Significant levels were attained for the main effect 
due to competence (F= 6.76; df= 1, 144; p < .025). Subjects 
given the competence manipulation indicated greater feelings 
of competence than did those given the incompetence 
induction (42.21 versus 34.03). 
Perceived Task Difficulty was measured from answers to 
the post-task question: "As compared to other tasks, how 
difficult did you find this activity?" This item was includ­
ed as a control on the task difficulty manipulation. 
Although significance was not obtained (F= 3.01; df= 1, 144; 
p < .10), subjects in the experimentally defined "easy" and 
"difficult" conditions, rated their tasks as expected — on 
a 9-point scale — with those in the first condition giving 
31 
a mean value smaller (3.73) on the difficulty continuum, 
than subjects in the second condition (4.22), thus support 
ing findings derived from pilot work which helped develop 
this induction. 
Avowed CL^ating Zzhavior was measured from answers to 
the question: "How many times, IF AHI, did you wait for the 
second slide to come up and then used the response given by 
the job holders as if it were yours?" This question was in­
corporated to exclude those individuals who had cheated and 
were candid enough to admit it. In six cases, all in groups 
which included more than ten subjects, individuals were 
screened and dropped from the study as a result of this 
item. Of interest is the self esteem by difficulty interac­
tion for the screened-in subjects which attained levels of 
significance (F= 4.22; df= 1, 144; p < .05) with the highest 
mean score for the HiSE Ss in the Difficult/Relevant condi­
tion, i.e. those subjects for whom living up to expectations 
was most important. 
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TABLE 1 
MANIPULATION CHECKS 
SOMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FINDINGS 
Relevance 
(a) Perceived Ability Possession p < .06 
Irrelevant 
5.97 
Relevant 
5.52 
(b) Expected Performance p < .025 
Irrelevant 
5.09 
Relevant 
4. 61 
Difficulty p < .10 
Easy 
3.73 
Difficult 
4.22 
Competence p < .025 
Incompetent 
34.03 
Competen 
42. 21 
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Pre—Task Measures 
The first three dependent measures were obtained on the 
basis of answers to the Pre-Task Questionnaire which was ad­
ministered immediately after the subjects had completed the 
first set of ten practice trials. After they had responded 
to these three questions, the experimenter introduced the 
first competence manipulation by announcing the score of the 
"average" Iowa State student. Therefore, for these three 
first dependent measures, competence was excluded as an in­
dependent variable in the analysis of variance on the Expec­
ted Satisfaction, Expected Performance and Perceived Ability 
Possession measures. 
Expected Satisfaction was measured from answers to the 
question: "From what you know now, how much do you think 
you'll enjoy participating in this study? Given the inter­
pretation of "relevance" made on page 5, a reading of the 
literature (Korman 1969) suggests that the self esteem main 
effect, as well as the self esteem by relevance interaction 
should reach levels of significance. This was obtained only 
for the main effect (F= 6-29; df= 1, 152; p < .025): HiSE Ss 
indicated that they expected to derive greater levels of 
satisfaction from the task than did LoSE Ss (5.48 versus 
4.92). This demonstrates that HiSE Ss find an apparently 
complex task challenging. 
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The failure to obtain significance for the self esteem 
by relevance interaction may be due to the unexpected effect 
of the relevance manipulation. The mean values for the self 
esteem by relevance interaction are given below: 
As expected (see page 29), self esteem differences were ob­
tained for this item. However, differential reactions re­
sulted both from the irrelevant and relevant manipulations, 
i.e. the ability possession on both tasks mediated the sub­
jects' responses. This implies that both tasks were, to some 
degree, "relevant", and although mean differences occurred 
in the expected direction, significance was not reached. It 
appears that the task itself was involving and led to the 
non significance in the interaction. 
Expected Performance was measured from answers to the 
question: "At this time, how well do you think you will 
perform on this activity?" The first hypothesis aimed to 
test the proposition that before receiving actual competence 
information on a given task, HiSE Ss would expect to perform 
significantly better on that activity than LoSE Ss. The hy­
pothesized relationship was not supported. Moreover, the 
small difference between the mean values showed a higher 
mean value for the LoSE Ss (4-88 versus 4.81). This assumes 
Irrelevant 
Relevant 
Lose 
5.04 
4.79 
HiSE 
5.72 
5.25 
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that whatever the task requires in terms of abilities (as 
perceived by the subject) is included in the ability 
repertoire of the subject. Apparently, this assumption was 
partially valid (see below the analyses of Perceived Ability 
Possession and First Qualification items) such that the non 
significance mentioned above can be attributed to the 
cautiousness characteristic of HiSE Ss in the early stages 
of the task (Diggory 1966)- As can be seen from the 
Expectancy analysis, however (page 39), as HiSE Ss gained 
more information, their initial cautiousness declined and 
expectancies changed. 
Perceived Ability Possession was measured from answers 
to the question: "Does this activity require abilities that 
you possess now?" The literature (Korman 1969, 1970) 
suggests that HiSE Ss should be more aware of their capabil­
ities and interests than LoSE Ss, and thus a significant in­
teraction would be obtained between self esteem and 
relevance. This was upheld (F= 7.66; df= 1, 152: p < .01), 
with HiSE Ss showing greater differences than LoSE Ss in 
their mean values. 
Scheffe's method was used to test for differences and 
significance was obtained at the p < .05 level. This appears 
Irrelevant 
Relevant 
LOSE 
5.62 
5.82 
HiSE 
6.32 
5.22 
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to imply that HiSE Ss have a more realistic grasp of their 
own capabilities, and assumed that if a task was irrelevant, 
i.e. required simple attributes for its solution, they 
possessed such abilities. 
Responses to the first qualification item, mentioned 
earlier with reference to the control on the competence ma­
nipulation, showed significance for the self esteem by 
competence interaction (F= 5.35; df= 1, 144; p < .025). 
LOSE HiSE 
Incompetent 31.84 36.22 
Competent 47.29 37.12 
These mean values were tested using Scheffe's method and a 
significant difference in the slopes for the Lo and HiSE 
groups was obtained at the p < .05 level. Inspection of the 
above means reveals that LoSE individuals given the 
competence manipulation rated themselves highest of all 
groups on qualifications at this stage of the experiment, 
while LOSE Ss given the incompetence instruction rated 
themselves lowest. To what extent these scores imply less 
knowledge of their own capabilities or greater susceptibili­
ty of the LOSE SS to experimental inductions, or the 
unwillingness of HiSE Ss to believe the qualifications ma­
nipulation, cannot be determined. However, it does confirm 
earlier research on the inverse relationship between levels 
of esteem and persuasibility (Hovland & Janis, 1959; Marlowe 
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S Gergen, 1969) -
It is interesting at this stage to notice the differ­
ence between HiSE Ss' responses to the last two items: 
whereas in the Perceived Ability Possession item HiSE Ss 
were sensitive to the induction, in the responses to this 
first qualification item HiSE Ss appeared to be more wary in 
their responses, as evidenced by the similarity of the mean 
values in the HiSE/Incompetent and HiSE/Competent conditions 
(36.22 versus 37.12). The first item, it should be noticed, 
posed no threat to their self esteem, while this second one 
does: the cautiousness explanation mentioned above is also 
reinforced by the data. 
Significance was also found for the difficulty by 
relevance interaction (F= 5.58; df= 1, 144; p < .025). 
These mean values were tested following the technique de­
veloped by Scheffe and were found to be significant at the 
p < .05 level (see page 43 for further discussion). 
Easy 
Irrelevant 33.75 
Relevant 39.32 
Difficult 
44.34 
35.07 
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TABLE 2 
PEE-TASK BEASOEES 
SUHMAEY OF ANALYSIS OF VAEIANCE FINDINGS 
A B C D 
Source 
Self Esteem 025 
Competence 
Difficulty 
Belevance 
SE X Com 
SE X Dif 
SE X Rel 
Com X Bif 
Com X Rel 
Dif X Rel 
05 
05 .10 
025 
0 1  
SE X Com X Dif 
025 
10 
SE X Com X Rel 
SE X Dif X Rel 
Com X Dif X Eel 
SE X Com X Dif X Rel 
N. B: For the first three measures, the competence effect 
was not considered. 
A = Expected Satisfaction 
B = Expected Performance 
C = Perceived Ability Possession 
D = Qualification after Competence Manipulation 
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Post-Task Measures 
Expectancy was measured from responses to the question; 
"How much would you expect to improve your performance over 
a second set of one hundred trials?" This question measured 
the first part of Hypothesis # 2, i.e. that subjects 
performing a relevant task would expect to improve their 
performance as a consequence of experience. It was suggested 
that the relationship would be stronger for HiSE Ss than for 
LOSE SS. 
Findings showed significance was approached for the 
relevance main effect (F= 2-77; df= 144; p < -10) but 
that subjects on an irrelevant task indicated greater 
expectancy than those on a relevant one (3.44 versus 3,02). 
Further, no significance was attained for the self esteem by 
relevance interaction. However, significance was attained 
for the self esteem by competence by relevance condition 
(F= 5.15; df= 1, 144; p < .025). 
Scheffe's procedure was used to test for differences be­
tween means and significance was obtained at the p < .05 
level. 
These results may imply that LoSE Ss believed them­
selves to be reasonably incompetent and that therefore, the 
loSE HiSE 
Incompetent 
Competent 
Irrel Eel 
3.19 3-39 
3.44 2.64 
Irrel Rel 
4.04 2.89 
3.04 3.14 
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incompetence induction only confirmed what they already 
knew. With regard to the competence induction, however, such 
subjects may have believed it as long as it referred to an 
irrelevant task (Coopersmith 1967) . The fact that LoSE Ss 
given the competence manipulation and working on a task that 
had been labelled relevant, did not expect to improve their 
scores further, may offer some support for the notion that 
self esteem is a generalized personality construct, in that 
although they were being given rewarding information, they 
expressed little confidence in their ability to improve. On 
the other hand, attempting to induce incompetence in HiSE Ss 
appeared to have produced the inverse reaction; when it was 
used with a task requiring commonly held abilities, i.e. an 
irrelevant task, the subject rejected this and stated that a 
second opportunity would prove his abilities; with a 
relevant task, however, after one hundred trials, the sub­
ject accepted that the abilities required were not among 
those he currently possessed- When the induction referred to 
competence, nothing new was being given the HiSE Ss that he 
did not already know, and thus there were small differences 
between his responses in the relevant and irrelevant condi­
tions. 
The model and the literature also suggest significant 
effects for the two way interactions between self esteem, 
competence and difficulty. Analyses revealed a significant 
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two-way interaction between self esteem and task difficulty 
(F= 4.27; df= 1, 144; p < .05). 
Easy Difficult 
LOSE 2.72 3.62 
HiSE 3.34 3.22 
This appears to indicate that HiSE Ss expected to do better 
on easy tasks, while LoSE Ss unrealistically appraised their 
capabilities and gave responses which were out of touch with 
past experimental experience. 
Ego Involvement was measured from answers to the ques­
tion: "To what extent did you become involved with the ac­
tivity of making desirability ratings?" The model suggests 
that competent subjects would be more highly involved in 
tasks which they perceived as relevant. Significance in the 
expected direction (5.53 versus 6.31) was reached for the 
competence main effect (F= 6-65; df= 1, 144; p < .025). How­
ever, the competence by relevance interaction did not reach 
levels of statistical significance, with mean values as 
follows: 
Incompetent Competent 
Irrelevant 5.47 6.50 
Relevant 5.60 6.12 
These two findings may indicate that as the individual 
gained experience with the task, he reevaluated the 
relevance of the task given his perceptions of competence, 
as shown by answers to the Derived Task Relevance item (see 
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page 45). Thus, only a competence main effect, rather than a 
competence by relevance interaction was obtained. 
The self esteem by competence interaction was also sig­
nificant (F= 12.21; df= 1, 144; p < .005). HiSE Ss expressed 
higher degrees of ego involvement. Only minor differences 
were observed for the LoSE Ss in both conditions, while for 
the HiSE Ss the competence manipulation appears to have been 
critical. 
LOSE HiSE 
Incompetent 5-94 5.12 
Competent 5.67 6.94 
These mean values were tested following the Scheffe proce­
dure and were found to be significant at the p < .05 level. 
It appears, therefore, that greater ego involvement devel­
oped in HiSE Ss given the competence manipulation. 
Significance was also obtained for the difficulty by 
relevance interaction (F= 3.98; df= 1, 144; p < .05) with 
highest mean values for subjects in the Difficult/Relevant 
condition, and lowest for those in the Easy/Relevant one. 
Easy Difficult 
Irrelevant 6.02 5.94 
Relevant 5.29 6.42 
One explanation for these data is that, on the irrelevant 
task, motivation was offered by the opportunity to perform 
on the task per se. In the Relevant conditions, however, 
motivation was provided by the threat to self esteem in 
case of failure. This implies that subjects performed to 
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confirm or maintain self images, and thus, attempted to 
minimize threat as the task developed. In the difficult 
task, the denial appears to have been more facile than in 
the difficult task. 
&n alternative explanation for this difficulty by 
relevance interaction is suggested by the Relevant/Difficult 
means of the first qualification item (see page 37). 
Inspection of the means for both items indicated that within 
the easy and the difficult tasks, subjects were more in­
volved the less qualified they originally perceived them­
selves to be. Thus, subjects in the easy condition were more 
involved in relevant tasks than in irrelevant tasks, whereas 
given the difficult condition, subjects were more involved 
in the irrelevant task. 
Derived Satisfaction was measured from answers to the 
question: "How much did you enjoy giving your desirability 
ratings?" The model suggests that the existence of 
competence and relevance would more likely elicit feelings 
of enjoyment than would conditions of personal incompetence 
and task irrelevance. The only condition to reach 
statistical levels of significance was the main effect due 
to self esteem (F= 7.70; df= 1, 144; p < .01) which showed 
that HiSE Ss derived greater satisfaction from the tasks 
than did LoSE Ss (6-16 versus 5.47). 
44 
Anticipated Satisfaction was measured from answers to 
the question: "How much would you like to participate in a 
similar experiment later on in the quarter?" This item pro­
vided the test of the second part of Hypothesis # 2, i.e. 
that individuals in the relevant condition would express 
greater anticipated satisfaction as a result of their par­
ticipation in such tasks than would subjects performing on 
irrelevant ones. This contention did not reach levels of 
statistical significance. It was further hypothesized that 
the two way interaction between self esteem and relevance 
would lead to significance. This was not confirmed by the 
results of the current study. 
Additional information was derived from answers to the 
question of Perceived Task Difficulty: "is compared to other 
tasks, how difficult did you find this activity?" Signif­
icance was obtained for the self esteem by competence inter­
action (F= 11-12; df= 144; p < .005). 
These mean values were tested following the procedure de­
veloped by Scheffe and the differences were found to be sig­
nificant at the .05 level. With regard to the LoSE Ss, the 
mean scores reflect a realistic appraisal of the situation 
and are quite notable because this is one of the few 
LOSE 
HiSE 
Incompetent 
4.39 
3.69 
Competent 
3.32 
4.49 
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instances when LoSE Ss appear to have given responses in 
accordance with the requirements of the environment. The 
fact that HiSE Ss rated a task as more difficult when they 
were given the competence induction may reflect cognitive 
dissonance: the subject knows he is generally competent yet 
is told that he is incompetent. As a consequence, he may 
decide that this is due to not devoting enough attention to 
the task. Further, he knows that he is only interested in 
challenging tasks, and thus decides that his lack of 
interest is due to the task's inherent simplicity. 
Derived Task Relevance was measured from answers to the 
Post-Task question: "As compared to other tasks, to what ex­
tent did you think this activity required abilities that you 
already possess?" The relevance main effect attained 
significance (F= 4.41; df= 1, 144; p < .05). Subjects in the 
experimental condition labelled "relevant" gave significant­
ly higher mean values than subjects in the condition 
labelled "irrelevant" (5.91 versus 5.27). The reversal of 
the mean values, as compared to those of the Perceived 
Ability Possession and Expected Performance items, can be 
attributed to a réévaluation of the task following greater 
experience in the activity (see page 41). 
The competence by difficulty by relevance interaction 
approached levels of statistical significance (F= 3.13; 
df= 1, 144; p < .10). The obtained means had the following 
values 
Incompetent Competent 
Easy Difficult Easy 
5.30 
6.05 
Difficult 
5.60 
6.54 
Irrelevant 
Relevant 
4.65 5.54 
6.05 5.00 
If we assume that relevance/irrelevance represents valued/ 
non valued abilities, and that competence/incompetence rep­
resents possessed/non possessed abilities, the above means 
showed highest derived relevance for the condition in which 
subjects both possess and value the abilities, and the 
lowest for the condition in which subjects neither possess 
nor value the abilities. The same assumption serves to 
explain responses on Perceived Value of the Ability (see 
below). 
Perceived Value of the ability was measured from 
answers to the question: "Do you believe that the ability 
required for the successful accomplishment of this task is a 
valuable one?" Significance was attained for the three main 
effects: self esteem (F= 4.20; df= 1, 144; p < .05) ; 
competence (F= 4.20; df= 1, 144; p < .05) ; and difficulty 
(F= 8.82; df= 1, 144; p < .005). Mean values showed that 
HiSE Ss valued the activity higher than did LoSE Ss (5.33 
versus 4.72); that competent subjects valued it higher than 
did incompetent ones (5.33 versus 4.72); and that participa­
tion on the difficult task elicited judgements of higher 
value significantly more than did participation on the easy 
47 
one (5.47 versus 4.58). 
These three findings are extended by the significant 
competence by difficulty interaction (F= 4.55; df= 1, 144; 
p < .05) . 
Incompetent Competent 
Easy 4.59 4.57 
Difficult 4.84 6.09 
and by the significant relevance by competence by difficul­
ty interaction (F= 5-29; df= 1, 144; p < .025) where the 
Competent/Difficult/Eelevant condition showed highest mean 
values, and the Incompetent/Easy/Irrelevant one elicited the 
smallest ones. The model is offered support from these data. 
Incompetent Competent 
Easy Diff Easy Diff 
Irrelevant 3.94 5.14 4.54 5.64 
Relevant 5.25 4.54 4-59 6-54 
Scheffe's procedure was used to test for differences be­
tween the means and significance was obtained at the p < .05 
level- These values can be interpreted by the valued and 
possessed abilities argument presented ahead (page 46) . 
alternatively, these findings suggest that valuation was de­
pendent on derived relevance, i.e. tasks that require less 
widespread skills elicit feelings of greater value from the 
participating subjects- This would be in accordance with the 
objectives of the relevance induction- It is of interest to 
notice nonetheless that HiSE Ss did not comply with this 
pattern for Relevant/Difficult tasks, which suggests 
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protection of operating self images. This agrees with 
Diggory's (1966) suggestion that subjects with high self 
esteem tend to withdraw from situations that threaten their 
feelings of assurance, more than subjects with low self 
esteem. 
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TABLE 3 
POST-TASK MEASURES 
SUMHAEY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FINDINGS 
E F . - G H I J 
Source 
Self Esteem 
Competence 
Difficulty 
Relevance .10 
SE X Com 
SE X Dif .05 
SE X Bel 
Com X Dif 
Com X Rel 
Dif X Rel 
SE X Com X Dif 
SE X Com X Rel .025 
SE X Dif X Rel 
Com X Dif X Eel 
SE X Com X Dif X Rel .10 
. 0 1  . 1 0  
.025 -10 
. 1 0  . 1 0  
.05 
.005 .005 
.  10 
.10 
.05 
. 10 
.10 
.10 
E = Expectancy 
F = Ego Involvement 
G = Derived Satisfaction 
H = Anticipated Satisfaction 
I = Perceived Task Difficulty 
J = Derived Task Relevance 
K = Avowed Cheating Behavior 
L = Perceived Value of the Ability 
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Performance Measures 
The performance of the subjects was analyzed on the 
basis of their predictions. These data were investigated as 
a whole for one block of one hundred trials. A discussion of 
the same data, broken down into blocks of ten trials, was 
originally considered. However, the analyses performed on 
such data showed that the Fisher z transformation was inade-
guate, as evidenced by systematically large error term val­
ues in comparison to the error terms obtained in the hundred 
trials analysis. Consequently, these analyses are of dubious 
value and are not reported. 
The only effect to reach statistical significance was 
the self esteem by competence interaction, under the 
achievemert analysis (F= 5.83; p < .025). The following 
Fisher z values represent the four conditions: 
LOSE HiSE 
Incompetent .91 1.06 
Competent 1.12 1.01 
It appears therefore that the competence manipulation 
affected subjects' performance differently, depending on 
their levels of self esteem: HiSE Ss performed better when 
given the incompetence manipulation, as against LoSE Ss who 
performed better under the competence condition. This find­
ing can be incorporated into the reactions to devalued self 
esteem arguments mentioned earlier (see page 43) and 
reinforces such an interpretation. 
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TABLE 5 
PERFORMANCE HEASOEES 
SDMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FINDINGS 
M N 0 
Source 
Self Esteem 
Competence 
Difficulty 
Relevance 
SE X Com 
SE X Dif 
SE X Rel 
Com X Dif 
Com X Hel 
Dif X Rel 
SE X Com X Dif 
SE X Com X Rel 
SE X Dif X Eel 
Com X Dif X Rel 
SE X Com X Dif X Eel 
H = Achievement over 100 Trials 
N = Consistency over 100 Trials 
0 = Hatching over 100 Trials 
1 0  
.025 
.10  
.10 
.10  
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Qualification Measures 
This section summarizes findings on the question: "At 
this time, how qualified do you feel at this task?" It was 
responded to after every set of ten trials, as a measure of 
Perceived Performance. The first time the question was 
asked, it reflected the effect of the competence manipula­
tion. Subsequently, the experimenter requested that subjects 
answer the item immediately after completing each set of 
trials; only after this had been done, was the competence 
manipulation again given in the form of the "average" Iowa 
State student score. The analysis for the first block of ten 
trials was reported earlier as a manipulation check and will 
not be repeated here. 
The analysis of variance indicated significance for the 
self esteem main effect (F= 15.70; df= 1, 144; p < .005) 
with HiSE Ss expressing greater confidence in their 
qualifications than LoSE Ss (55.45 versus 44.66). The self 
esteem by competence by difficulty interaction reached 
significance (F = 4.53; df= 1, 144; p < -05), as did the 
Trials effect (F= 24.57; df= 9, 1332; p < .005) and the 
Trials by Competence effect (F= 2-11; df= 9, 1332; 
p < -025). 
Easy 
Difficult 
Incomp Comp 
38.21 51.71 
47.91 40.82 
LOSE HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
57.27 60.88 
48.73 54.92 
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The above means demonstrate a relative insensitivity of 
the HiSE Ss to the competence manipulation while performing 
easy tasks as compared to performing difficult tasks. The 
impact of the apparent complexity of the six-cue task may 
have lead them to rely less on internal standards. 
TRIALS BY COHPETENCE EFFECT 
MEAN VALUES 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
Inc 34.0 41.8 40.6 45.9 53.9 44.3 47.1 48.4 49.1 41.5 
Com 42.2 50.2 55.7 58.2 60.6 55.3 57.0 57.5 60.7 57.1 
The significance was apparently due to increases in the 
slope in the third and tenth trials. No importance was 
attached to these findings. 
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TABLE 6 
QUALIFICATION MEASURES 
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FINDINGS 
Source 
Self Esteem .005 
Competence 
Difficulty 
Relevance 
SE X Com 
SE X Diff 
SE X Rel 
Com X Dif .10 
Com X Rel .10 
Dif X Rel 
SE X Com X Dif .05 
SE X Com X Rel 
SE X Dif X Rel 
Com X Dif X Rel 
SE X Com X Dif X Rel 
Trials .005 
T X SE 
T X Com .025 
T X Dif 
T X Rel 
T X SE X Com 
T X SE X Dif 
T X SE X Rel 
T X Com X Dif 
T X Com X Rel 
T X Dif X Rel 
T X SE X Com X Dif 
T X SE X Com X Rel 
T X SE X Dif X Rel 
T X Com X dif X Rel 
T X SE X Com X dif x Rel 
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Correlations among Measures 
The intercorrelations of seventeen dependent measures 
and performance indices were calculated and broken down by 
main effects and interactions to determine the nature of 
their differences across conditions. The differences between 
correlations were tested for significance using Chi square 
tests (Jones, 1968). analyses were carried out on the higher 
level interaction tables, i.e. the self esteem by difficulty 
by relevance interaction table for the pre-task measures, 
and the self esteem by competence by difficulty by relevance 
interaction table for all others; in this way, the composi­
tion of the variance could be traced down, a possibility 
that would have been lost had the analysis been carried out 
on main effects or lower level interaction tables. Similar­
ly, the discussion of results (a) concentrates on the higher 
order significant interactions with the understanding that 
significant main effects and lower order interactions should 
be interpreted within the context of the higher order inter­
actions, and (b) is based on interpretations of correlatio­
nal data derived from analyses of cell scatterplots. Still, 
the analyses of variance were performed with sample sizes of 
ten, where a sample size of seventy is suggested by Fisher 
(1925); significant findings are to be understood within 
this limitation. 
This subsection summarizes the findings and presents 
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them in the following order: (a) correlations among pre-task 
measures; (b) correlations among post-task measures; (c) 
correlations between pre- and post-task measures; and (d) 
correlations between qualification and achievement measures. 
All the correlations reported in this subsection were ob­
tained by transforming mean z scores back into correlations. 
Correlations among Pre-Task Measures 
The correlation between Expected Satisfaction and Ex­
pected Performance measures showed significant differences 
for the self esteem main effect and for the self esteem by 
relevance interaction beyond the .005 level, as well as for 
the self esteem by difficulty interaction beyond the .025 
level. As previously mentioned, no higher order interactions 
attained levels of statistical significance: 
LOSE HiSE 
Irrelevant .56 .24 
Relevant .68 .72 
LOSE HiSE 
Easy .53 .76 
Difficult .70 .16 
In the easy condition, HiSE Ss showed higher correlation 
values than did LoSE Ss; in the difficult condition, howev­
er, the LOSE Ss showed higher values. Higher correlation 
values were also obtained for HiSE Ss assigned to the 
relevant as against the irrelevant condition, i.e. as a 
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group, the more satisfied the HiSE Ss expected to be, the 
greater their expected performance. LoSE Ss, on the other 
hand, showed higher correlations for the difficult cases, 
and similar ones for the relevant or irrelevant situations: 
these findings support earlier empirical findings on self 
knowledge of individuals differing on levels of self assur­
ance (Diggory 1966). 
The relationship between Expected Performance and 
Perceived Ability Possession showed significant differences 
for the self esteem, difficulty and relevance main effects, 
as well as for the three way interaction, all beyond the 
.005 level. 
LOSE HiSE 
Irrel Rel Irrel Rel 
Easy .90 .86 .14 .70 
Difficult -.31 .91 -.13 -.43 
Figure 2 shows the scatterplots for each of the eight 
conditions. From an examination of these data, it can be 
seen that the correlation values are not due to the presence 
of outlying points, but that they show reasonably strong 
tendencies, i.e. the elimination of outliers would not 
appreciably change the value of the correlation. This exam­
ple is presented for this interaction because it constitutes 
the most dramatic instance of correlational differences. 
Later references to scatterplot analyses refer to similar 
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plottings. Moreover, the inspection of the item variances 
for these conditions did not reveal any marked discrepancies 
which may have lead to low correlations. 
Inspection of the mean correlations reveals that LoSE 
Ss showed correlations around .90 for the Relevant/Easy, 
Relevant/Difficult, and Irrelevant/Easy conditions, thus ap­
parently making no allowance for different task characteris­
tics in their evaluations. HiSE Ss showed a correlation of 
-70 for the Easy/Relevant task, and much lower correlations 
for the other three cases. It was suggested earlier (see 
page 30) that subjects may have regarded irrelevant tasks as 
those requiring attributes they possessed, and thus a higher 
correlation could have been expected between Perceived 
Ability Possession and Expected Performance for that cell. 
This was not obtained, however, and may reflect the sub­
jects' cautiousness, as well as their little experience on 
the task at this stage of the experiment. 
The relationship between Expected Satisfaction and 
Perceived Ability Possession showed significance for the 
difficulty main effect beyond the .025 level, and for the 
self esteem by relevance interaction beyond the .005 level. 
No higher order interactions attained levels of signifi­
cance. The significant difficulty main effect showed higher 
values for the easy condition (.17) than for the difficult 
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condition (-09) . 
LOSE HiSE 
Irrelevant -.07 -.02 
Relevant .33 .26 
Analyses of the scatterplots revealed that these corre­
lation values did reflect the presence of outlying points. 
Due to the size of the correlations and to their apparent 
similarity, no importance was attached to this finding. 
TABLE 7 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PRE-TASK MEASDBES 
THREE WAY INTERACTIONS 
CHI SQUARE TESTS 
A B C  
Source 
Self Esteem .005 .005 
Difficulty .005 .005 
SE X Dif .025 
Relevance .005 
SE X Rel .005 .005 
Dif X Rel 
SE X Dif X Rel .005 
A = Correlation between Expected Satisfaction 
and Expected Performance 
E = Correlation between Expected Performance 
and Perceived Ability Possession 
C = Correlation between Expected Satisfaction 
and Perceived Ability Possession 
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Correlations among Post-Task Measures 
The relationship between Derived Relevance and Ego In­
volvement showed significance beyond the .005 level for the 
competence, difficulty and relevance main effects, for the 
self esteem by relevance, competence by difficulty, and self 
esteem by difficulty by relevance interactions, and beyond 
the .025 level for the self esteem by competence interaction. 
LOSE HiSE 
Easy Diff Easy Diff 
Irrelevant -.13 .91 .80 .88 
Relevant .42 .69 -.61 .42 
LOSE HiSE 
Incompetent .64 .70 
Competent .52 .24 
For the analysis of the competence by difficulty inter­
action, the mean correlation values are as follows: 
Incompetent Competent 
Easy .49 -.18 
Difficult .80 .76 
Thus, it appears that the correlation between Derived 
Relevance and Ego Involvement is highest for difficult as 
against easy tasks. From the responses to the questionnaire 
items, it appears that subjects stated their involvement and 
their perceived relevance highest in Competent/Difficult 
tasks, and thus, the changes in correlation values reflect 
minor changes in the ranking of the other three cells rather 
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than a systematic pattern across all four conditions. 
The relationship between Derived Satisfaction and 
Actual Performance, as measured by the achievement index, 
showed significance beyond the .005 level for the self 
esteem, competence and difficulty main effects, for the 
competence by difficulty, self esteem by competence by dif­
ficulty, self esteem by competence by relevance interac­
tions; beyond the .025 level for the competence by diffi­
culty by relevance interaction, and beyond the .05 level for 
the self esteem by difficulty by relevance interaction. Mean 
values for the highest significant interactions follow: 
LOSE HiSE 
Incompetent 
Competent 
Irrel 
.56 
.41 
Rel 
.09 
.77 
Irrel 
-.59 
.64 
Rel 
.31 
.51 
LOSE HiSE 
Easy 
Difficult 
Incomp Comp 
.82 .52 
-.41 .81 
Incomp Comp 
-.37 .21 
-.14 -.02 
Incompetent Competent 
Easy 
Difficult 
Irrel Rel Irrel Rel 
.03 .67 .65 .00 
.14 -.44 .21 .74 
LOSE HiSE 
Easy 
Difficult 
Irrel 
.49 
.42 
Rel 
.75 
.37 
Irrel 
.24 
-. 26 
Rel 
.20 
.04 
Analysis of scatterplots showed bimodal distributions 
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moderated by self esteem, for the Self Esteem/Competence/ 
Difficulty and Self Esteem/Difficulty/Relevance tables, and 
moderated by competence in the Competence/Difficulty/ 
Relevance table, i.e. two distinct patterns appeared in each 
scatterplot, the first two separated by levels of self 
esteem, and the third separated by levels of competence. Due 
to the unreliability of these values, the data should be 
used with reservations. The data showed that the highest 
positive correlation between Derived Satisfaction and Actual 
Performance was obtained for the LoSE Ss in the Competent/ 
Relevant and Competent/Difficult tasks (.77 & .81), whereas 
HiSE Ss under the same contingencies showed correlations of 
-.51 and of -.02. Thus, it appeared that LoSE Ss expressed 
satisfaction in relation to their achievement when 
confronting difficult and relevant tasks, whereas for HiSE 
Ss the relation of satisfaction to achievement was less 
strong. This appeared to contradict the suggestions of the 
literature (Vroom, quoted in Vroom 1964, and Korman 1968a), 
in that it should be the HiSE Ss which express satisfaction 
in agreement with their actual performance for 
Difficult/Relevant tasks. Earlier results in the current 
study (see pages 35, 40 and 57) strongly suggest that HiSE 
Ss had a firmer knowledge of their own abilities and limita­
tions than did LoSE Ss (Vroom 1964; Hylie 1961) , but were 
nevertheless, more cautious in their performance expecta-
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tions. These results, in line with the above, would suggest 
that HiSE Ss may have retained doubts as to the nature of 
the task (were still cautious), and thus they were not par­
ticularly satisfied or dissatisfied with their performance. 
This is further emphasized by the Self Esteem/ 
Difficulty/Relevance interaction, where all correlations for 
the LOSE Ss were positive, whereas those for HiSE Ss were 
negative or close to zero. These data, within the context of 
the earlier results on HiSE Ss* abilities to discern varia­
tions in task variables may be interpreted as supportive of 
this explanation. 
The correlation between Perceived Performance and 
actual Performance showed significant differences between 
conditions beyond the .005 level for the self esteem, 
competence and difficulty main effects, for the self esteem 
by relevance and for the competence by difficulty by 
relevance interactions, and beyond the .025 level for the 
self esteem by competence by difficulty interaction. 
The correlation between Perceived Performance and 
Actual Performance was the object of Hypothesis # 3 which 
suggested that the relationship between the two measures 
would be significantly larger for competent subjects 
performing a relevant and difficult task, than for 
incompetent subjects on an irrelevant and easy one. The 
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means for this hypothesized interaction are reported below; 
Incompetent Competent 
Irrel Rel Irrel Eel 
Easy .61 -.10 -.50 .22 
Difficult .07 .74 .58 -.18 
Analysis of scatterplots showed a bimodal distribution 
moderated by self esteem in the Self Esteem/Competence/ 
Difficulty table, and moderated by competence in the 
Competence/Difficulty/Helevance table. Due to the 
unreliability of these values, the data should be used with 
reservations. The direction of the findings gave no support 
for the proposition, as competent subjects in the Difficult/ 
Relevant condition showed a correlation of -.18 between 
perceived and actual performance, while the incompetent sub­
jects in the Easy/Irrelevant condition showed a correlation 
of .61. The highest correlation obtained was .74 and oc­
curred for the incompetent subjects under conditions of task 
difficulty and relevance. Thus, it appears that telling sub­
jects they are incompetent makes them aware of their per­
formance levels. However, given the apparent réévaluation of 
the relevance induction, it is suggested that the conditions 
to be compared may be Incompetent/Easy/ 
Relevant and Competent/Difficult/Irrelevant: in this case, 
the predictions of the hypothesis are upheld in that the 
correlation is significantly higher for competent subjects 
performing a difficult and "relevant" task (.58), as against 
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incompetent subjects on an easy and "irrelevant" one (-.10) 
The mean correlation values for the other significant 
higher interactions were as follows: 
LOSE HiSE 
Irrelevant .61 -.17 
Relevant .24 .27 
LOSE HiSE 
Incomp Comp Incomp Comp 
Easy .31 .51 .29 -.74 
Difficult -64 .27 .17 .17 
The analysis of the three way contingency table of cor­
relations, i.e. competence by difficulty by relevance (N= 
20), showed significance beyond the .005 level for the 
competence and relevance main effects, and for the three way 
interaction. The data showed that HiSE Ss were more adequate 
at identifying the level of their own performance on 
Incompetent/Easy, Incompetent/Difficult and on Competent/ 
Difficult tasks; LoSE Ss showed higher correlation values 
for Incompetent/Difficult conditions. Reactions to devalued 
self esteem may be used to explain the values obtained for 
the HiSE Ss (see pages 43 and 48) . 
The correlation between Derived Satisfaction and 
Perceived Performance showed significance beyond the .005 
level for the relevance main effect, self esteem by 
competence, competence by relevance, and difficulty by 
relevance interactions, as well as beyond the .025 level for 
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the self esteem by relevance interaction. The relationship 
is the object of Hypothesis # 4, which suggested that the 
correlation obtained between Perceived Task Satisfaction and 
Perceived Task Performance would be significantly larger for 
competent subjects performing a difficult and relevant task, 
than for incompetent subjects on an irrelevant and easy one. 
However, an adequate test of this hypothesis is not possible 
due to the unexpected effect of the relevance manipulation. 
Significance was not obtained for the three way interaction, 
as has been hypothesized originally. Analyses indicated that 
the Competent/Difficult/Relevant conditions showed a corre­
lation of .05 while the Incompetent/Easy/Irrelevant one, one 
of .30, which was also the highest correlation obtained in 
all possible interactions. 
The mean correlation values for the significant inter­
actions were as follows: 
Incompetent 
Competent 
LOSE 
. 0 6  
.32 
HiSE 
.53 
. 0 1  
Irrelevant 
Relevant 
LOSE 
.45 
- . 1 0  
HiSE 
.31 
. 2 2  
Irrelevant 
Relevant 
Incompetent Competent 
. 6 0  . 1 2  
- . 1 0  . 2 2  
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Easy Difficult 
Irrelevant .31 .45 
Relevant .24 -.12 
The correlation between Derived Satisfaction and 
Perceived Performance is higher for both Hi and LoSE Ss in 
the irrelevant than in the relevant cases: in line with 
threat to self esteem arguments posed earlier, it can be ar­
gued that on irrelevant tasks HiSE Ss feel less threatened 
and are more satisfied with their performance than on 
relevant ones. 
The correlation between Derived Satisfaction and De­
rived Relevance indicates whether a degree of congruence ex­
ists between enjoyment derived from the task and ability 
possession for that task. Significance beyond the .005 level 
was found for all four main effects, for the three two way 
interactions in which self esteem was a variable, for the 
Self Esteem/Difficulty/Relevance interaction, and beyond the 
.010 level for the Difficulty/Relevance interaction. 
LOSE HiSE 
Irrel Rel Irrel Rel 
Easy -.31 .90 -.43 -.49 
Difficult .63 .62 .28 .75 
LOSE HiSE 
Incompetent .61 .46 
Competent .53 -.34 
Analysis of the scatterplcts revealed the values for 
the HiSE/Competent/Irrelevant and HiSE/Competent/Relevant 
conditions lie outside the pattern defined by the other 
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values and thus affect the value of the HiSE/Competent cor­
relation; consequently, the value of the self esteem by 
competence interaction is not to be regarded as important. 
However, such a pattern was not found for the self esteem by 
difficulty by relevance interaction, is seen from the means, 
HiSE Ss expressed a high correlation value for the 
Difficult/Relevant case, whereas for the three other condi­
tions, the correlation was low or negative. LoSE Ss showed a 
high positive correlation for Easy/Relevant conditions, but 
reasonably high positive correlations too for the two diffi­
cult conditions. This finding offers support for the model 
in that difficulty and relevance moderate the relationship 
between Derived Satisfaction and Perceived Ability 
Possession measures after the task, yet this refers only to 
the HiSE Ss. 
TABLE 8 
SOMHAEI OF SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN POST-TASK MEASURES 
FOUR HAY INTERACTIONS 
CHI SQUARE TESTS 
0 E F G H 
Source 
Self Esteem .005 .005 .005 
Competence .005 .005 .005 .005 
Difficulty .005 .005 .005 .005 
Relevance .005 .005 .005 
SE X Com .025 .005 .005 
SE X Dif . 10 . 10 .005 
SE X Rel .005 .005 .025 .005 
Com X Dif .005 .005 
Com X Rel .005 
Dif X Rel .005 .01 
SE X Com X Dif .005 .025 
SE X Com X Rel .005 
SE X Dif X Rel .005 .05 .005 
Com X Dif X Rel .025 .005 
SE X Com X Dif X Eel 
D = Correlation between Derived Relevance 
and Ego Involvement 
E = Correlation between Derived Satisfaction 
and Achievement 
F = Correlation between Perceived Performance 
and Achievement 
G = Correlation between Derived Satisfaction 
and Perceived Performance 
H = Correlation between Derived Satisfaction 
and Derived Relevance 
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Correlations between Pre- and Post-Task Measures 
The correlation between Expected Satisfaction and An­
ticipated Satisfaction showed significance beyond the .005 
level for the self esteem, competence and difficulty main 
effects, for the self esteem by relevance, competence by 
relevance, difficulty by relevance, self esteem by 
competence by difficulty, self esteem by competence by 
relevance, competence by difficulty by relevance interac­
tions, and beyond the .05 level for the competence by diffi­
culty interaction. These correlations reflect the relation­
ship between satisfaction as expected before actual experi­
ence with the task, and satisfaction as expected from par­
ticipation in a further experiment after experience was 
gained on the first one. This correlation, therefore, would 
signal the emergence of réévaluation of the task, and 
differential reactions produced by the diverse experimental 
conditions. 
LOSE EiSE 
Easy 
Difficult 
Incomp Comp Incomp 
.89 .95 .82 
.91 .51 .54 
Comp 
.36 
.33 
Incompetent Competent 
Easy 
Difficult 
Irrel Sel Irrel 
.95 .65 .86 
-25 .95 .52 
Eel 
.72 
.32 
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LOSE HiSE 
Incompetent 
Competent 
Irrel 
- 8 8  
.70 
Eel 
.92 
.91 
Irrel 
.62  
.77 
Rel 
.78 
.29 
These data can be said to reflect the cautiousness of the 
HiSE Ss, i.e. competence on the task — especially 
competence feedback — appears to have resulted in a 
réévaluation of satisfaction. The comparison of individual 
correlation values for each experimental condition showed 
that LOSE SS exhibited high correlations between Expected 
and Anticipated Satisfaction, disregarding competence or 
their own perceptions of task difficulty: this suggests that 
even after being told they were incompetent, all subjects — 
with the exception of the EiSE Ss in the Competent/Relevant 
condition —, denied such objective appraisals and expected 
to enjoy tasks for which they were told they were not quali­
fied, in the same manner that they expressed anticipated 
satisfaction for tasks for which they were judged competent. 
The relationship between Expected Performance and 
Expectancy showed the correspondence between measures of ex­
pected performance taken before and after the task. It would 
therefore point to réévaluations of expectations with regard 
to performance, as a result of experience with the activity. 
The analysis of the values of this correlation for the dif­
ferent experimental conditions showed significance beyond 
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the .005 level for all four main effects, for the three two 
way interactions in which relevance was included, for the 
interaction between self esteem, competence and difficulty, 
for that between competence, difficulty and relevance, and 
beyond the .010 level for the competence by difficulty in­
teraction. 
Irrelevant 
Relevant 
Easy 
Difficult 
Irrelevant 
Relevant 
Incompetent 
Easy Diff 
-.14 .00 
.91 -.20 
LOSE 
Incomo Comp 
.31 .33 
. 0 2  — . 6 6  
LOSE 
.56 
.53 
Competent 
Easy Diff 
—.08 —.20 
.20 -.23 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
. 8 0  - . 2 2  
-.22 .34 
HiSE 
.40 
-.07 
Analysis of the scatterplots showed the correlation 
values represent clear patterns, with the exception of the 
LoSE/Incompetent/Difficult case, where two outlying points 
affect the value of the correlation sensibly. Scatterplots, 
moreover, reveal that the degree of scatter in noticeably 
more pronounced for the LoSE Ss than for the HiSE Ss. For 
the Competence/Difficulty/Relevance interaction, the highest 
correlation between the two measures was .91, obtained for 
subjects in the Incompetent/Easy/Relevant condition, while 
the lowest was -.23 in the Competent/Difficult/Relevant one. 
All other correlation values were between -.20 and .20: this 
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implies that the subjects given the incompetence manipula­
tion felt they could still improve their performance with a 
second set of one hundred trials (as shown by the mean 
values). This finding gains interest when it is broken down 
by self esteem levels, for although for the Incompetent/ 
Easy/Relevant condition there is no appreciable difference 
in the mean values, for the Competent/Easy/Relevant one the 
difference is significantly lower for the HiSE Ss; thus, 
HiSE Ss are in essence the ones for which this correlation 
is negative. For the Self Esteem/Competence/ 
Difficulty interaction, most correlation values are close to 
zero, thus reaffirming earlier suggestions that HiSE Ss 
expect to be able to master tasks in spite of feedback of 
incompetence. In the Self Esteem/Relevance condition, it is 
seen that HiSE Ss expected to improve on irrelevant tasks, 
but not on tasks that might require attributes that they had 
been shown not to possess. It is of interest to notice that 
HiSE Ss, assuming their cautiousness before the task, re­
tained such cautiousness above all for those circumstances 
which could affect their self esteem most profoundly, i.e. 
the easy task for which they had received feedback of 
incompetence. 
The relationship between Perceived Ability Possession 
and Derived Relevance showed the correspondence between 
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measures of task relevance taken before and after the task 
had been completed. Thus, it would signal a réévaluation of 
task relevance arising from actual experience with the ac­
tivity. The comparison between values of this correlation 
for the different experimental situations showed signif­
icance beyond the .005 level for the difficulty and 
relevance main effects, for the self esteem by competence, 
self esteem by difficulty, self esteem by relevance, self 
esteem by difficulty by relevance and for the four way in­
teraction, as well as beyond the .05 level for the 
competence main effect. 
LOSE HiSB 
Incomp Comp Incomp Comp 
Easy Irrel .57 .52 .70 .53 
Easy Eel .66 .54 -.53 .52 
Diff Irrel .68 -.18 .43 .67 
Diff Eel -.28 .29 .26 .27 
LOSE HiSE 
Easy Diff Easy Diff 
Irrelevant .84 .57 .90 .56 
Eelevant .88 .01 .83 .52 
HiSE Ss indicate that their perceptions of possessed 
abilities are confirmed for Easy/Irrelevant, Difficult/ 
Eelevant and Difficult/Irrelevant cases, while for the 
Easy/Relevant case, the correlation is close to zero. For 
the LOSE SS, higher correlations are shown for easy tasks. 
Given that the different levels of difficulty are on the 
basis of the number of cues, it can be said that HiSE Ss 
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have greater confidence in their possession of abilities 
that allow them to function with many, rather than few, 
cues. In this sense, they exhibit a greater degree of 
statistical common sense than do LoSE Ss. The addition of 
the competence element indicates further that HiSE Ss showed 
highest correlations for the four irrelevant cells 
(Incompetent/Easy = .70; Incompetent/Difficult = .43; 
Competent/Easy = .53; Competent/Difficult = .67). This indi­
cated less réévaluation for such tasks, i.e. for those tasks 
which had been interpreted to require less unique abilities. 
The correlation between Expected Performance and Actual 
Performance showed significant results beyond the -005 level 
for the self esteem and competence main effects, for the 
self esteem by difficulty, competence by relevance and for 
the four way interactions, and beyond the .025 level for the 
self esteem by relevance and for the competence by difficul­
ty by relevance interactions. 
The highest correlations were obtained for the HiSE Ss 
in the Competent/Easy/Relevant (.64), Competent/Difficult 
/Irrelevant (.54), Incompetent/Difficult/Relevant (.44) and 
Competent/Difficult/Relevant (.42) situations, while the 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
Easy Irrel 
Easy Eel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff Rel 
.04 .31 
-.51 -04 
.19 .04 
—.64 —-07 
.07 -.22 
-.03 .64 
-.31 .54 
.44 .42 
78 
highest correlation for the LoSE Ss was .31 in the 
Competent/Easy/Irrelevant case. Farther, the highest nega­
tive correlations were obtained for the LoSE Ss in the 
Incompetent/Difficult/Eelevant (-.64) and in the 
Incompetent/Easy/Eelevant (-.51) conditions. HiSE Ss seemed 
to be able to predict their own performance more adequately, 
especially so when the task had been announced as relevant. 
In the Competent/Easy/Irrelevant, however, they appear to 
have expected to perform better than they actually did. 
The correlation between Expected and Derived Satisfac­
tion was significant beyond the .005 level for the 
competence, relevance and difficulty main effects, for the 
self esteem by difficulty, competence by difficulty, diffi­
culty by relevance, self esteem by competence by difficulty, 
self esteem by difficulty by relevance interactions; beyond 
the .01 level for the competence by relevance by difficulty 
interaction; beyond the .025 level for the self esteem by 
competence interaction; and beyond the .05 level for the 
self esteem by relevance effect. 
The mean correlation values for the highest significant 
interactions were as follows: 
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LOSE HiSE 
Easy-
Difficult 
Irrel Eel 
.97 .36 
.88 .99 
Irrel Eel 
.90 .45 
.56 .72 
Incomp Comp 
.70 .93 
.97 .36 
LOSE HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
Easy 
Difficult 
.92 .33 
.94 .82 
Easy 
Difficult 
Incompetent Competent 
Irrel Eel Irrel Eel 
.97 .37 .90 .45 
.88 .99 .56 .72 
Analysis of the scatterplots testified to the validity 
of the correlation values. As can be observed, the correla­
tion between Expected and Derived Satisfaction was, in all 
cases, positive and reasonably high. HiSE Ss in the 
competent and relevant conditions, however, showed lower 
correlations than on the incompetent and irrelevant ones, 
suggesting once again their initial cautiousness. The sub­
jects* ratings on the Pre- and Post-Task Questionnaires 
showed that all subjects showed higher derived than expected 
satisfaction ratings for all four cells in the Belevant/ 
Difficult interaction so that, in general, the difference in 
correlation values was due to systematic increases in satis­
faction as a result of participation in the experiment. 
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TABLE 9 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
COHRELATIOSS BETWEEN PEE- AND POST-TASK MEASURES 
FOUR WAY INTERACTIONS 
CHI SQUARE TESTS 
T J K L H 
Source 
Self Esteem .005 .005 .005 
Competence .005 .005 .05 .005 .005 
Difficulty .005 .005 .005 .10 .005 
Relevance .005 .005 .005 
SE X Com .005 .025 
SE X Dif .005 .005 .005 
SE X Rel .005 .005 .005 .025 .05 
Com X Dif .05 .010 .005 
Com X Rel .005 .005 .005 .005 
Dif X Rel .005 .005 .005 
SE X Com X Dif .005 .005 .005 
SE X Com X Rel .005 
SE X Dif X Rel .005 .005 
Com X Dif X Rel .005 .005 .025 .01 
SE X Com X Dif x Rel .005 .005 
I = Correlation between Expected Satisfaction 
and Anticipated Satisfaction 
J = Correlation between Expectancy 
and Expected Performance 
K = Correlation between Derived Relevance 
and Perceived Ability Possession 
L = Correlation between Expected Performance 
and Achievement 
a = Correlation between Expected Satisfaction 
and Derived Satisfaction 
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Correlations between Qualification and Achievement Measures 
Correlations between qualification and achievement 
measures, based on average values within the sixteen experi­
mental conditions, were computed. In other words, for each 
condition, the ten average trial scores for qualifications 
and achievement were correlated. These correlations were 
subjected to analysis of variance procedures (Jones 1968) 
and showed significance for main effects as well as for the 
self esteem by relevance, and difficulty by relevance inter­
actions beyond the -025 level, and for the self esteem by 
competence interaction beyond the .005 level. 
TABLE 10 
COREELATIONS BETWEEN QUALIFICATION HEASUEES 
AND ACHIEVEMENT MEASORES 
LOSE = .04 
Incompetent = .01 
Easy = .38 
Irrelevant = .24 
HiSE 
Competent 
Difficult 
Relevant 
=  . 2 0  
= .38 
=  . 0 6  
=  . 2 8  
LoSE/Incompetent = -.09 HiSE/Incompetent = .41 
LoSE/Competent = .57 HiSE/Competent = .42 
LoSE/Irrelevant = 
LoSE/Relevant = 
.18 HiSE/Irrelevant = .56 
.01 HiSE/Relevant = .37 
Easy/Irrelevant = .71 
Easy/Relevant = .42 
Diff/Irrelevant = .16 
Diff/Relevant =-.03 
It is suggested, with regard to the Easy/Difficult in­
stance, that this gives further credence to the effective­
ness of the difficulty manipulation, in that subjects were 
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better able to perceive their true qualifications on easy 
than on difficult tasks. The Competence/Incompetence differ­
ence is also construed in this context, i.e. the induction 
of competence appears to have given assurance to the sub­
ject, and thus has allowed him to evaluate the true extent 
of his qualifications more realistically. The differences 
obtained for the self esteem by competence interaction are 
of interest: HiSE Ss appearea less susceptible to 
inductions, in that the value of the correlation is not 
affected by competence or incompetence manipulations (.42 
versus .41); LoSE Ss, on the other hand, were affected by 
this competence manipulation as seen by the correlations 
(-.09 versus .57). Further, HiSE showed a higher correla­
tion for irrelevant than for relevant tasks, although both 
values were higher than those obtained for LoSE Ss. This 
further supports the contention that HiSE Ss were less 
susceptible to inductions and relied more on internal stand­
ards. The difficulty by relevance data supports earlier 
findings and interpretations with regard to the relevance 
réévaluation. 
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T&BLE 11 
COfiSELATIONS BETWEEN QUALIFICATION AND ACHIEVEMENT MEASURES 
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS CF VARIANCE FINDINGS 
Source 
Self Esteem .10 
Competence .025 
Difficulty .025 
Relevance 
SE X Com .005 
SE X Dif 
SE X Rel .025 
Com X Dif 
Com X Sel 
Dif X Rel .05 
SE X Com X Dif 
SE X Com X Rel 
SE X Dif X Rel 
Com X Dif X Rel 
SE X Com X Dif X Rel 
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CONCLUSIONS 
The current study attempted to clarify the role of per­
sonality and task variables within the confines of a Self 
Concept Balance Model. The data showed scant support for the 
model and the weaknesses of the findings suggest modifica­
tions and/or further testing are necessary. The data showed 
that personality and task variables affect levels of indi­
vidual satisfaction and performance, yet the interactions 
did not consistently increase such effects in the predicted 
directions. More specifically, the hypotheses derived from 
the model were not supported. On the other hand, general 
findings with regard to HiSE Ss* self knowledge, and to LoSE 
Ss* greater susceptibility to experimental inductions, 
received extensive support. The intuitive appeal of the mo­
del persists, however, and the writer will at this stage, 
undertake to clarify two matters; firstly, the adequacy of 
the experimental analog must be investigated; the second re­
fers to the revision of the model in light of the findings 
of the study. 
The experimental method 
The evaluation of the adequacy of the experimental sit­
uation should consider the following elements: (a) to what 
extent did the results obtained from the manipulations of 
relevance, difficulty and competence shed light on the 
subjects' perceptions of the experimental situation; and 
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(b) to what extent were the instructions clear to the subjects. 
Manipulations; This study used Kaufman's measure of "Liking 
for an Ability" and called it "Task Relevance", i.e. whereas 
Kaufman assumed that prestigious referents would induce 
liking for a task, the writer conjectured that such a manip­
ulation would lead subjects to relate the task with 
possessed abilities. Findings showed greater values for 
irrelevant tasks; significance was obtained beyond the .025 
level in one control measure and was approached (p < .06) 
for the second. It was interesting to note that, as the sub­
jects gained experience with the task, relevance ratings 
showed a réévaluation in that experimentally labelled 
"relevant" tasks received higher relevance ratings than 
"irrelevant" ones. 
Analysis of the pattern of results suggests that the 
intended "relevance" manipulation was understood in a dif­
ferent way to the one intended. The experimenter assumed 
that irrelevance would be non involving, since it connoted a 
limited and non desirable attribute. The experimenter did 
not consider that ability possession might be ego involving; 
moreover, initially subjects might have been motivated to 
confirm knowledge of this ability possession, and as a con­
sequence of such perceived ability possession, subjects 
would be more inclined to reevaluate the relevance 
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characterics of the task 
Pre-Task Post-Task 
Comp Incomp 
Relevance Yes No 
Irrelevance Yes Yes Reactions 
Perceived ability Possession 
As sketched above, results suggest that subjects given 
the relevance manipulation evidenced some restraint as to 
expressions of ability possession before the task; after the 
task, when these subjects were given the competence manipu­
lation, they appear to have assumed they possessed the ne­
cessary ability, while subjects in the Relevant/Incompetent 
condition acknowledged low ability possession. Under the 
irrelevant condition, however, subjects assumed — before 
the task — that they possessed such abilities as were 
needed for the activity. After the task. Competent/ 
Irrelevant subjects confirmed their previous judgements 
while those subjects in the Incompetent/Irrelevant condition 
evidenced reactions which appear to have been significantly 
different for the two self esteem levels. At this stage, 
HiSE Ss exhibited cautiousness and showed reactions to 
devalued self esteem, while LoSE Ss appeared to have fully 
accepted the information conveyed to them by means of the 
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experimental inductions. The relevance manipulation should 
apparently acknowledge the distinction between valued and 
possessed abilities. The valuation induction of relevance 
appears to have been effective only after experience has 
been gained on the task, whereas ability possession appears 
to be at work before the experiment. At the pre-task stage, 
relevant implies valuable but not necessarily possessed; at 
the post-task stage, competence conveys ability possession 
and affects subjects' cognitions of ability possession, and 
as a consequence, their expressions of task relevance. 
Task difficulty manipulations approached significance 
(p < .10). & better measure of task difficulty might have 
been attained by using tasks with the same number of cues 
but with different values of multiple R squared. This is 
offered as a suggestion for investigation, for although a 
two cue task appears intuitively simpler than a six cue 
task, actual experience in the current study showed both 
tasks provoked ostensibly similar expressions of frustra­
tion. a replication could therefore include this alterna­
tive. 
Manipulations of task competence showed significance 
beyond the .025 level. This implies that subjects utilized 
the norms given them in spite of the fact that these were 
ostensibly offered only to reduce boredom, and as such were 
not part of the experiment. It became apparent, however. 
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from the analysis of the pre-task items, that significant 
results were found for the competence main effect as well as 
for several of the two and three way interactions in which 
competence was included as one of the variables. This was 
considered uninterpretable, given that the competence manip­
ulation had not been given yet at the time; still, this 
pointed to the possibility of subjects coming in to the ex­
periment with built-in feelings of assurance or self doubt. 
As the task developed, however, the differences became 
blurred. The question remains, therefore, as to whether this 
indicates the masking of responses after experience with the 
task had posed threats to the self esteem of the subjects; 
further, this element may have affected HiSE Ss differently 
than LOSE SS, which would be supported by the empirical 
findings on modes of defense characteristic of individuals 
differing on levels of self esteem (Cohen 1959; Leventhal & 
Perloe 1964). Evidence therefore suggests that two measures' 
of qualifications be taken: one before the practice trials, 
and one before the task per se. 
Instructions: With respect to the task itself, it appeared 
to the experimenter that subjects sensed a contradiction in 
the experimenter's request to (a) give their own desirabil­
ity judgements, in the presence (b) of an "average" Iowa 
State student score and a job holder's judgement, both of 
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which indicated the presence of a "best" judgement. The ex­
perimenter clarified that what was required of the subjects 
in fact was (a) each subject's own desirability judgements, 
independently of everything else, which was given for 
informational purposes only. The design of the task, howev­
er, stressed the comparison with other sources, and even if 
the instructions succeeded in making subjects generally re­
spond with their own answers, no assurance can be given as 
to the percentage of responses which were affected by norms 
or by job holder's judgements. 
One last element to be questioned is the presence of 
cheating in the subjects responses, although cheating was 
openly discouraged by indicating that (a) responses were 
anonymous and would be analyzed by groups, and by appealing 
to the students as peers indicating that (b) if they did 
cheat, this would cause the experimenter's data to be 
worthless, the possibility exists that groups which felt 
most stress did cheat more than those who did not feel such 
pressure. As was stated in the Results section, larger num­
bers of subjects than were needed were asked to participate, 
in order to drop those who admitted to cheating. Only sub­
jects who said they had cheated never, once or twice, were 
left in the study. The fact that the HiSE Ss in the 
Incompetent/Difficult condition showed significantly greater 
indices of cheating behavior, strongly suggests that others 
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may not have been so sincere in their avowals, and that 
their answers, copied from the job holders responses, may be 
masking differences between Hi and LoSE groups, and thus 
affecting the relationships proposed by the model. 
Summary of findings 
The experiment provided information related to the mo­
del, and to the literature on self esteem. The major find­
ings of the pre-task measures showed a significant self 
esteem main effect on Expected Satisfaction and a signifi­
cant relevance main effect on the Expected Performance item, 
in addition to the significant self esteem by relevance in­
teraction in the Perceived ability Possession item: HiSE Ss 
expected to derive greater satisfaction from the task and 
showed that they were able to differentiate their ability 
possession with regard to different tasks. Further, subjects 
stated they expected to do better on irrelevant tasks. After 
that stage, the competence manipulation was administered and 
proved to be effective, with LoSE Ss showing greater suscep­
tibility to the induction- The task was carried out and post-
task measures of three pre-task items showed a significant 
réévaluation of relevance, i.e. subjects said they had more 
abilities for the relevant tasks. In addition to the other 
findings from the dependent measures, measures of Perceived 
Performance, i.e. qualifications, showed that HiSE Ss and 
91 
competent subjects perceived their qualifications to be 
highest, and that subjects in the HiSE/Competent/Easy condi­
tion expressed significantly higher qualification ratings. 
Moreover, fiiSE Ss perceived their true qualifications more 
adequately than did LoSE Ss. 
In general, however, the self esteem findings showed 
lack of confirmatory evidence for the hypotheses and higher 
level interactions derived from the model. Critical state­
ments of the model and literature, as for example, the pre­
diction that HiSE Ss would express significantly greater in­
volvement on relevant as against irrelevant, and on diffi­
cult as against easy, tasks, were not upheld (due to the 
apparent réévaluation of relevance and threats to self 
esteem). Similarly, for the self esteem by difficulty by 
relevance interaction, HiSE Ss showed highest mean values 
for the Difficult/Relevant condition, as hypothesized, but 
significance was not attained. A second major area of pre­
diction, that of satisfaction derived from participation on 
the task, showed HiSE Ss expressing greater satisfaction 
than LOSE Ss both on easy and on difficult tasks, as well as 
on relevant and on irrelevant ones; again, although the 
highest mean value was obtained for the HiSE Ss in the 
Difficult/Relevant condition, the finding did not reach 
levels of statistical significance. Subjects with high self 
esteem also expressed that relevant tasks required abilities 
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that they possessed more than did irrelevant ones, and 
showed minor differences between easy and difficult tasks: 
these findings were again not significant. These subjects 
also valued difficult tasks more than they did easy tasks, 
and relevant ones more than irrelevant tasks: these findings 
were again non significant. 
Critical to the integration of the data obtained from 
the intercorrelation of the dependent measures was the rela­
tionship between Derived Satisfaction and Derived Relevance. 
It appeared that HiSE Ss were not satisfied with the 
competence feedback, in that it was offered in a way that 
did not allow them to integrate this cognitively into a 
structured pattern. This was especially important for the 
HiSE Ss who throughout the study devoted attention to per­
sonality and task characteristics. If we accept that the in­
ability to explain to themselves the nature of their 
competence introduced an element of doubt in the HiSE Ss, 
all other major findings can be fitted into an ordered pat­
tern- Thus, before the task, the relationship between expec­
ted Satisfaction and Expected Performance was significantly 
higher for HiSE/Easy and HiSE/Selevant cases, and the rela­
tionship between Expected Satisfaction and Perceived Ability 
Possession was significantly higher for HiSE/Selevant sub­
jects. After experience with the task, however, (a) the cor­
relation between Expected and Derived Relevance, i.e. 
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between measures of Perceived Ability Possession before and 
after the task, were lower for HiSE/Competent (.01) than for 
HiSE/Incompetent (.48), even though it is normally 
conjectured that feedback of competence is rewarding; and 
(b) the responses to the Perceived Ability Possession meas­
ures taken after the task show HiSE Ss stating they 
possessed the necessary abilities: thus, lack of assurance 
in their abilities cannot be conjectured to be the explana­
tion. After the task, the role of the competence manipula­
tion appears to have mediated HiSE Ss' responses. The fol­
lowing instances support this contention: (1) in the corre­
lation between Derived Satisfaction and Actual Performance, 
HiSE Ss showed reasonably low values as against those for 
LOSE Ss; (2) in the correlation between Derived Satisfaction 
and Perceived Performance, the highest correlation was ob­
tained for subjects in the HiSE/Incompetent and it was near 
zero for those in the HiSE/Competent; (3) in the correlation 
between Expected Performance and Expectancy, the value for 
HiSE/Competent/Easy was -.03, while for the HiSE/Incompetent/ 
Easy it was .37. Above all, the competence manipulation 
showed itself to be critical to HiSE Ss' responses in two 
instances: (a) in the Ego Involvement item, where HiSE Ss in 
the competent condition rated themselves significantly more 
involved than in the incompetent condition (page 41), and 
(b) in the correlation between Derived Satisfaction and 
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Derived Relevance, where HiSE appear to have been aware of 
ability possession, yet to derive less enjoyment from the 
task when in the competence situation (page 70) . In a third 
instance (page 82), competence was critical to the interpre­
tation of LoSE Ss* responses, but not to those of HiSE Ss': 
in the correlation between qualifications and actual per­
formance, i.e. the correlation that relates the subjects' 
perceptions of competence with their true measures of 
competence, HiSE Ss disregarded external feedback of 
competence. 
The current study has shown strong support for the 
finding that HiSE Ss are cautious in regard to the task, and 
react in ways to minimize threat and protect operating self 
images. It is contended, based on the argument developed 
above, that this should further include a need for 
structuring new cognitions (as for example, of competence) 
derived from experience on the task. Thus, three basic ele­
ments appear to explain the pattern of results obtained in 
the current study: (a) the characteristic response patterns 
of Hi versus LoSE Ss, i.e. defense mechanisms, lability to 
experimental inductions; (b) the effect of the competence 
induction, as discussed above; and (c) the differences be­
tween possessed and valued abilities, summarily tapped by 
the relevance manipulation. It is suggested that further 
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research should evaluate these elements to deny or 
strengthen this interpretation. 
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APPENDICES 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
1 6  
17 
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COBEELATIONS BETWEEN ALL MEASOEES 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
20 
07 .33 
08 .35 .24 
12 .01 .03 -. 10 
21 .09 .07 -.05 .03 
53 .15 .07 -.01 .27 .48 
51 .21 .11 .00 .22 .32 .60 
06 — . 06 -.07 -.11 . 12 . 19 .11 . 13 
36 .16 .33 .21 .04 .22 .12 .23 — .06 
13 .05 -.04 -00 -.05 .05 -.11 -. 14 -.10 -.09 
26 .16 . 16 - 13 .19 .31 .35 .29 .13 .30 
03 .05 .07 .05 .08 .14 .11 .00 -.02 .11 
09 .04 .08 -.02 .00 .01 .11 .15 -.08 .21 
09 .04 .11 .09 .21 .09 .07 -.01 .04 .00 
00 . 18 .26 .45 .02 -.01 .04 .08 -.13 .29 
06 .13 .16 .41 -.03 . 14 .07 .09 -.09 .31 
1 12 13 14 15 16 17 
04 
10 .21 
14 .12 .69 
00 .10 .72 .10 
02 .19 .08 .06 
01 .25 .13 .08 
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1 = Expected Satisfaction 
2 = Expected Performance 
3 = Perceived Ability Possession 
4 = Qualifications (after Practice Trials) 
5 = Expectancy 
6 = Ego Involvement 
7 = Derived Satisfaction 
8 = Anticipated Satisfaction 
9 = Perceived Task Difficulty 
10 = Derived Relevance 
1 1 =  A v o w e d  C h e a t i n g  B e h a v i o r  
12 = Perceived Value of the Ability 
13 = Achievement Index 
14 = Consistency Index 
15 = Hatching Index 
16 = Qualifications after 5th Trial (highest value) 
17 = Qualifications after end of Task 
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MEAN VALUES FOR DEPENDENT MEASURES 
EXPECTED SATISFACTION 
LOSE HiSE 
Easy Irrel 4.95 5.75 
Easy Rel 4.80 5.55 
Diff Irrel 5.15 5.70 
Diff Rel 4.80 4.95 
EXPECTED PERFORMANCE 
Lose HiSE 
Easy Irrel 5.30 4.85 
Easy Rel 4.55 4.60 
Diff Irrel 5.15 5.05 
Diff Rel 4.55 4.75 
PERCEIVED ABILITY POSSESSION 
LOSE HiSE 
Easy Irrel 5.45 6.15 
Easy Rel 5.65 5-25 
Diff Irrel 5.80 6-50 
Diff Rel 6.00 5.20 
QUALIFICATIONS AFTER TRIAL RUN 
Easy Irrel 
Easy Rel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff Rel 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
20.8 42.5 
32.5 47.4 
35.0 54.9 
39.9 44.4 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
35.0 37.5 
47.4 30.0 
40.0 47.5 
22.5 33.5 
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Easy Irrel 
Easy Bel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff ael 
EXPECTANCY 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
3.0 2.5 
3.2 2.2 
3.4 4.4 
3.6 3.1 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
3.7 3.4 
3.3 3.0 
4.4 2.7 
2.5 3.3 
EGO INVOLVEMENT 
Easy Irrel 
Easy Eel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff Eel 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
6.5 5.5 
5.8 4.5 
5.8 6.2 
5.7 6.5 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
4.9 7.2 
4.7 6.2 
4-7 7.1 
6.2 7.3 
DERIVED SATISFACTION 
LOSE HiSE 
Incomp Comp Incomp Comp 
Easy Irrel 6.0 5.2 5.9 6.7 
Easy Eel 5.5 4.9 5.6 5.8 
Diff Irrel 5.0 5.9 6- 0 6.4 
Diff Eel 5.2 6.1 6.2 6.7 
ANTICIPATED SATISFACTION 
Easy Irrel 
Easy Eel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff Eel 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
7.5 6.6 
6.7 6.6 
7.2 7.1 
6.1 7.3 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
7.1 7o7 
7.6 7.4 
7.0 7.5 
6.5 8.0 
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PERCEIVED DIFFICOLTY 
Easy Irrel 
Easy Rel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff Rel 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
4.8 2.9 
4.2 3.0 
4.8 3.7 
3.8 3.7 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
2.8 3.8 
3.9 4.5 
4.2 4.4 
3.9 5.3 
DERIVED RELEVANCE 
Easy Irrel 
Easy Rel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff Rel 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
4.5 5.4 
5.8 5.4 
5.7 5.5 
5.7 6.0 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
4.8 5.2 
6.3 6.7 
5.4 5.7 
4.3 7.1 
AVOWED CHEATING BEHAVIOR 
Easy Irrel 
Easy Rel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff Rel 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
1.1 1.1 
1.3 1.3 
1.3 1.3 
1.4 1.3 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
1.2 1.3 
1.3 1.0 
1 . 1  1 . 0  
1.7 1.4 
PERCEIVED VALUE OF THE ABILITY 
Easy Irrel 
Easy Rel 
Diff Irrel 
Diff Eel 
LOSE 
Incomp Comp 
4.0 4.0 
4.5 4.2 
4.4 5.2 
4^7 6.8 
HiSE 
Incomp Comp 
3.9 5.1 
6.0 5.0 
5.9 6.1 
4.4 6.3 
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Self Acceptance Scale 
This Is a study of stnte of your attitudes. Of course, there is no right or wrong answer 
for any stateoent» Ihe best answer is what you feel is true of yourself. 
You are to respond toeach question on the answer sheet according to tiie followizib scheme: 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly true About half-way Mostly true True of 
true of a^self of myself true of myself of myself myself 
lo I'd like to find someone who would tell me how to solve my personal problems= 
2« X don* t question my worth as a person, even If I think others do, 
3. When people nice things about me, I find it difficult to believe they really 
mean it. I think msybe th^^re kidding me or Just aren't being sincere. 
4o If there is any criticism or anyone says anything about me, I just can't take it. 
5o I don't say much at social affairs, because I'm afraid that .people;-will criticize 
me or laugh If I say the wrong thing. 
6c I realize that I'm not living very effectively but I just don't believe I've got 
it in me to use my energies in better ways. 
7o I look on most of the feelings and impulses I have toward people as being quite 
natural and acc^table, 
8. Something inside me just won't let me be satisfied with any job I've done: if It 
turns out well, I get a very smug feeling that lt"s beneathjme, that I shouldn't 
be satisfied with It, that It isn't a fair test. 
9» I feel different from other people. I'd like to have the feeling of security that 
comes from knowing I'm not too different from others. 
10. I'm afraid for people to find out vhat I'm really like, for fear th^'c be 
disappointed in me. 
11» I am frequently bothered by feelings of inferiority. 
12. Because of other people, I haven't been able to achieve as much as I should have. 
13. I am quite shy and self conscious in social situations. 
14. In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be what people e:q>ect me to be 
rather than azqrthing else. 
15o I seem to have a real inner strength in handling things. I'm on a pretty solid 
foundation and It màkes me pretty sure of myself. 
16. I feel self conscious"when I'm with people who have a superior position to mine 
in business or at school. 
17. I think I'm neurotic or something. 
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18. Very often I don't try to be friendly with people because I think they 
won't like me. 
19. I feel that I'm a person of worth, on an equal plane with others. 
20. I can't avoid feeling guilty about the way I feel toward certain people in 
ny life. 
21. I'm not afraid of meeting new people. I feel that I'm a worthwhile person 
and there's no reason why they should dislike me, 
22. I sort of only half-believe in nyself. 
23. I'm very sensitive. People say things and I have a tendency to think they're 
criticising me or insulting me in some way and later when I think of it, they 
may not have meant anything like that at all. 
24. I think I have certain abilities and other people say so too, but I wonder if 
I'm not giving them an importance way beyond what they deserve. 
25. I feel confident that I can do something about the problems that may airse 
in the future. 
26. I guess I put on a show to impress people. I know I'm not the person I pretend 
to be. 
27. I don't worry or condemn myself if other people pass judgement against me. 
28. I don't feel very normal, but I want to feel normal. 
29. When I'm in a group, I normally don't say much for fear of saying the wrong thing. 
30. I have a tendency to sidestep my problems. 
31. Even when people think well of me, I sort of feel guilty because I know I must be 
fooling them: that if I were really to be myself, they wouldn't think well of me. 
32. I feel that I'm on the same level as other people and that helps to establish good 
relations with them, 
33. I feel that people are apt to react differently to me than they would normally 
react to other people. 
34. I live too much by other people's standards, 
35. When I have to address a group, I get self-conscious and have difficulty saying 
things well. 
36. If I didn't have such hard luck always, I'd accomplish much more than I have. 
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The first set is given as an example; 
Trial Your Job Holders 
Number Judgement Judgement HIT? 
1 5 6 
2 6 6 1 
3 6 8 
4 8 7 
5 7 5 
6 7 5 
7 5 5 1 
8 2 3 
9 4 4 1 
10 5 7 
Answer Sheet # 1 
Subtotal 
At this time, how qualified 
do you feel at this task? 
3 0% 25% 507. 757, 99% 
The second set is given for practice only; 
Trial Your Job Holders 
Nimhtar Judgement Judgement HIT? Subtotal 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 At this time, how qualified 
7 do you feel at this task? 
8 
9 
10 07o 257o 507. 75% 99% 
The actual experiment begins here; 
Trial Your 
Numhf-r Judgement HIT? Subtotal 
11 
12 
13 
16 At this time, how qualified 
17 do you feel at this task? 
18 
19 
20 0% 25% 50% 75% 99% 
Tri 
Num 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
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Your 
Judgement HIT? Subtotal 
At this time, how qualified 
do you feel at this task? 
07. 257. 507. 757. 997. 
At this time, how qualified 
do you feel at this task? 
07. 257. 507. 757. 997. 
At this time, how qualified 
do you feel at this task? 
07. 257. 507. 757. 99% 
At this time, how qualified 
do you feel at this task? 
07. 257. 507. 757. 997. 
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Answer Sheet ip- 3 
Trial Your 
Number .Judgement HIT? Subtotal 
61 
62  
63 
64 
65 
66 ~  
67 At this time, how qualified 
68 do you feel at this task? 
69 
70 07o 25% 50% 757o 99% 
71 
72 
76 ~ IZ 
77 At this time, how qualified 
78 do you feel at this task? 
79 
80 0% 25% 50% 75% 99% 
81 
82 
83 
84 
86 2_ 
87 At this time, how qualified 
88 do you feel at this task? 
89 
90 0% 25% 50% 75% 99% 
91 
92 
94 
96 ~ ~ 
97 At this time, how qualified 
98 do you feel at this task? 
99 
100 0% 25% 50% 75% 99% 
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Questionnaire 
Please answer each question circling one of the nuobers on the 
9-poiat scale given belov each question. 
lo Prom "what you kncg am?, hot? much do you think you'll enjoy 
participating in this activilgr? 
1 2 3 1 * 5 6 7 8 9  
7e%7 Very 
little Little Average Mach much 
2o At +.MR tisEe, hoxî well do you think you'll perform on this activity? 
9 6 7 6 $ ] 4 3 2 1  
Very 7ery 
%eH %11 Average Badly bacÔy 
3o Does this activity require abilities that you possess now? 
1 2 3 h 5 6 7 8 9 
Dsfinitely Ppobasdy Probably Definitely 
not not Indifferent yes 
Instructions 
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College administrators evaluate grade point averages* test scores and lettws of recomnendation 
to decide vhether an applicant should be admitted to school or not. This abili^ to use several 
pieces of infomation and arrive at a valid judgement was long believed to be very valuable. 
Recently, however, conclusive evidence from the work of Rosnoir at Harvard, and Atkinson & 
at Bezkeley, indicated that the abili^ has vezy limited value other than in certain narrow 
clerical ta^. % are interested in this ability and especially in seeing how different 
groups respond on different tasks. Please indicate here, therefore, if you are a FRESHMAN , 
SOPHOMORE , JliNIOR , or SEICEOR . 
ThSw abililgr is also used when college students make vocational choices by forming impressions 
about the desirabili^ of jobs. We do this by examining a job in tezms of certain job 
characteristics and then combining these separate evaluations into a single overall rating 
of the job's desirability, fbr our stu^r, we will project 100 slides, each representing a job. 
On each slide there are SIX dizsnsions and for each of these dimensions there is a numerical 
value rangix^ fran 1 to 9: it represents the rating of that dimension for the job presented 
on the slide. 
You will #.:tay the values given for each of the six dimensions presented. From these, you are 
to make your choice and decide how desirable each job is. Icu will recwd your 
evaluation on a 9-point scale on your Answer Sheet. The next slide will tell you how people, 
idio later became successful on that job, rated it themselves before actually starting on the 
job. (These people will be called "job holders"). 
EZâHPLE # 1 
SDPERVISŒ- OPPORTUNITY 
WORKING FELLOW EMPLOIES FOR (SCMEH & 
CONDITIONS PAY BIELD2BES RELATIONS SECURITY AVANCEMENT 
8 5 7 U 7 8 
TCAffff OF THE ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS ARE RATED ON A 1 to 9 SCALE SUCH AS BELOW. 
YOUR TASK IS TO CONSIDER ALL SIX DIMENSIONS AND TO GIVE AN OVERALL RATING 
OF JOB DESIRABILITY USING THE FOLLOWING SCALE; 
VERY VERY 
POCR POCR AVu GOOD GOOD 
1 2  3  1 > 5 6 7 8 9  
Rpom profile you know that the WCRKING CONDITIONS are rated between GOOD and VSIY GOOD; 
the PAY is rated AVERAGE; the FELLOW EKPLLIEES are rated GOOD; the SUPERVISOR-EMPLOïEE 
RELATIONS are rated between POOR and AVERAGE; the SECURITY is rated GOOD; and the OPPORTUNITY 
FOR ADVANCEMENT is rated between GOOD and VERY GOOD. From these characteristics you are to 
decide how desirable the job is. You will express your evaluation in terms of the 9-poinb 
scale. For example, if you think the job rates between GOOD and VESY GOOD, you'd rate it 6. 
Notif please refer to your Answer Sheet. After every slide wiidi the job holders ' judgement, you 
are to indicate if your mm ctoice agreed with that of the job holders. If it agreed, enter (1) 
under the column marked HIT. After every ten trials you can add up your HITS and the experimen-
ter win announce idiat the average Iowa State student scored for Idiat set of trials. Hmieriber 
however that we are not interested in individual scores and that you are not identified on the 
Answer Sheet. The information is given to you for your information orgy, and your scores will 
be added to those of other students to make up that "average" Iowa State student score. 
We will present three slides as exan^ûes before we begin. Then, ten trials will be run for you 
to practice with. Remember also that the job holders rate jobs subjectively and that therefore 
two identical sets of job characteristics may not have received identical desirabililgr 
responses from the job holders. 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL THE ITEMS. THANK 2DU. 
Instructions 
College administrators evaluate grade point averages, test scores and letters of recommendation 
to decide ^Aether an applicant should be admitted to school or not. This ability to use several 
pieces of information and arrive at a valid judgement was long believed to be very valuable. 
Recently, however, conclusive evidence from the voric of Bos now at Harvard, and Atkinson & Gray 
at Berkeley, indicated that the ability has very limited value other than in certain narrow 
clerical tasks, lie are interested in this ability and especially in^eeing how different 
groups respond on different tasks. Please indicate here, therefore, if you are a FRESHÎIAIJ , 
SOPHOMORE , JUNIOR or SENIOR . 
This ability is also used when college students make vocational choices by fonning io^ressions 
about the desirability of jobs. We do this by examining a job in terms of certain job 
characte^;i\tics and then combining these separate evalations into a single overall rating 
of the jo^s desirability. For our study, we will project 100 slides, each representing a job. 
On each slide there are TWO dimensions and for each6f these dimensions there is a numerical 
value ranging from 1 to 9: it represents the rating of that dimension fo?the job presented 
on the slide. 
You will stucty the values given for each of the two dimensions presented. From these, you are 
to make your vocational choice and decide how desirable each job is. Ibu will record your 
evaluation on a 9-polnt scale on your Answer Sheet o %e next slide will tell you how people, 
lAo later became successful on that job, rated it themselves before actually starting on the 
jobo (These people will be called "job holders"). 
EXiKPLE # 1 
PAY SECDHITY 
5 8 
EACH OF THE A807E DESCRIi^flONS ARE RATED ON A 1 to 9 SCALE SUCH AS BELOW. 
YOUR TASK IS TO COIOIDER BOTH DDiEJSIONS AND TO GIVE AH OVEULL RATING OF 
JOB DESIRABILITY USING THE FOLLOWING SCALE: 
VERY VERf 
POOR POOR AVG GOOD GOOD 
1 2 3 i i 5 6 7 8 9  
From this profile you know that the PAY is rated AVERAGE and that SECURITY is rated between 
GOOD and VERY GOOD, From, these job characteristics, you are to decide how desiraW.e the job 
is. You will express your evaluation in terms of the 9-point scale. Fbr example, if you think 
the job rates between AVERAGE and GOOD, you'd rate it 6, 
Now refer to your Answer Sheet (J^ase, After every slide the job holders' judgement, you 
are to indicate if your own choice agreed with that of the job holders» If it agreed, enter (1) 
under the column marked HIT. After every ten trials you can add up your HITS and the experimen­
ter will announce what the average Iowa State student scored for that set of trials. Remember 
however that we are not interested in individual scores and that you are not identified on the 
Answer Sheet, The information is given to you for your information only, and your scores will 
be added to those of other students to make up that "average" Iowa State student score. 
Wis will present three slides as exauces before we begin. Thei., ten trials will be run for you 
to practice with. Remember also that job holders are rating jobs subjectively and that 
therefore, two identical est? c»f job char-ac'-zwrlrtics may not have received identical 
desirability responses fircm the job holders. 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL THE ITEMS. THANK YOU, 
Instructions 
College administrators evaluate grade point a^^^ges, test scores and letters of recommendation 
to decide idiether an applicant should be admitted to school or not. It has been shown ty Bosnov 
at Harvard, and by Atkinson & Gray at Berkeley, that this ablli^ to use several pieces of 
Information and arrive at a valid judgement is the most valuable trait that characterizes both 
decision makers and creative individuals in our society. These findings have been replicated 
videly. We are interested in this ability and especially in seeing hov different gecnxpe respond 
on different tasks. Please indicate here, therefore, if you are a FRESHMAN SOFHOtORE » 
JDNICR or SENICR . 
ability is also used idien college students make vocational choices 1?y forming isqaresslbns 
about the desirabilUgr of jobs. We do this by examining a job in tenus of certain Job 
characteristics, and then combining these separate evalnaUons into a fdrgle overall rating 
of the job's desirablll e^ For our study, we will project 100 slides, each represenWjog a job. 
On each slide there are SH dimensions and for each of these dimensions there is a zxmasrical 
value ranging from 1 to 9: It represents the rating of that dimension for the job presented 
on the slide. 
You trtn study the values given for each of the six dimensions presented. From these, you are 
to Tnrffft your vocational choice and decide how desirable each job is. Tou will record your 
evaluation on a 9-point scale on your Answer Sheet. The next slide will tell you howr people, 
Tdio later became successful on that job, rated it themselves before actually starting on the 
job. (These people will be called "job holders"). 
EXAMPLE # 1 
SDPERTISOR- OPPQRTDMITr 
VCREING FELLOW EMFL02EE FOR (SIOHTR & 
CONDITIONS PAT EI-IPICÏEES RELATICfflS SECURITY AOTANCEMEHT 
8 5 7 h i 8 
EACH OF THE ABOVE DESGRIPnOBS ARE RATED ON A 1 to 9 SCALE SUCH AS BELOW. 
YOUR TASK IS TO COMSIDER ALL SU. DDE USIONS AND TO GIVE AN OVHIALL RATING 
OF JOB DESIRABILITY USING THE FOLLOWING SCALE: 
VERY VERY 
FOCB POOR AVG GOOD GOOD 
1 2 3 h $ 6 7 6 9  
From this profile you know that the WORKING CONDITIONS are rated between GOOD and VERY GOOD; 
the PAY is rated AVERAGE; the FELLOW EMPLOYEES are rated GOOD; the SDPERVISCS-EHPLOYEE 
RELATIONS are rated between POCR and AVERAGË; the SECURITY is rated GOOD; and the OPPORTUNITY 
FOR ADVANCEMENT is rated between GOOD and VERY GOOD. From these characteristics you are to 
decide how desirable the job is. You will express your evaluation in terms of the 9-point 
scaleo For exam^ÙA, if you think the job rates between GOOD and VERY GOOD, you'd rate it 8. 
Now lO^ase refer to your Answer Sheet. After evezy slide with the job holders* judgement, you 
are to indicate if your own choice agreed with that of the job holders. If it agreed, enter (1) 
under the column mariœd HITo After every ten trials you can add up your HITS and the experimen­
ter will announce idiat the average Iowa State student scored for THAT* SET OF TRIALS. Remember 
however that we are not interested in individual scores and that you are not identified on the 
Answer Sheet. !Qie information is given to you for your infoznation only, and your answers wiU 
be added to those of othw students to make up that "average" Iowa State student score. 
life will present three slides as exargoles before we begin. (Rien, ten trials will be ran for yon 
to practice with. Remember also that the job holders rate jobs subjectively, and that therefore 
two identical sets of job characteristics may not have rec^ved identical desirability 
responses traa. the job holders. 
PI£ASE COHPlgTE ALL THE ITEMS. THAQK YOU. 
Instructions 
College administrators evaluate grade point aveg^es, test scores and letters of recommendation 
to decide whether aa applicant should be admitted to school or not. It has been shown by Rosnow 
at Harvard and by Atkinson & Gray at Berkeley, t^t this abili^ to use several pieces of 
information and arrive at a valid judgement is the most valuable trait that characterizes bo-Ui 
decision makers and creative individuals in our society. These findings have been replicated 
widely. % {rjSb interested in this ability and especially in seeing how different grotçs respond 
on different tasks. Please indicate here, therefore, if you are a ERESHîIà'I , SOPHOMORE , 
JUNIOR or SENIOR . 
This ability is also used when college students make vocational choices by forming impressions 
about the desirability of jobs. We do this by examining a job in teims of certain job 
characteristics and then combining these separate evaluations into a single overall rating 
of the job's desirability. For our stuc^y we will project 100 slides, each representing a job. 
On each slide there are TWO dimensions and for each of these dimœsions there is a numerical 
value ranging from 1 to 9: it represents the rating of that dimension for the job presented 
on the slide. 
You will study the values given for each of the two dimensions presented. Prom these, you are 
to make your vocational choice and decide how desirable each job is. 7ou will record your 
evaluation on a 9-point scale on your Answer Fheet. The next slide will tell you how peo^e, 
who later became successful on that job, rated it thanselves before actually starting on the 
job. (These people will be called "job holders")» 
'EXAMPLE # 1 —1 
I 
PAI SECURITY 
5 8 
EACH OF THE ABOVE DESCRIPTIFS ARE RATED ON A 1 to ? SCALE SUCH AS BELOW. j 
YOUR TASK IS TO COîCIDER BOTH DIMENSIONS AND TO (KETE AN OVERALL RATING OF ! 
\ JOB DESIRABILITY USING THE FOL'JOWING SCAIE : I 
\ VERY VERY 1 
POCR POOR AVG GOOD GOOD | 
1 2 3 U 5 6 7 8 ^ ^ _ 
From this profile you know that PAY is rated AVERAGE and that SECURITY is Bated between 
GOOD anH VERY GOOD. From these job characteristics, you are to decide how desirable the job 
is. You will express your evaluation in terms of the 9-point scale* For exanple, if you think 
the job rates between AVERAGE and GOOD, you'd rate it 6. 
Now please refer to your Answer Sheet. After evezy slide with the job holders' judgemenb, you 
are to indicate if your own choice agreed with that of the job holders » If it agreed, enter (1) 
under the column marked HIT* After every ten trials you can add up your HITS and the experimen­
ter will announce what the average lovai State student scored for that set of trials. Remmober 
however that we are not interested in individual scores and that you are not ident&ied on the 
Answer Sheet. The information is given to you for your information only, and your scores will 
be added to those of other students to make up that "average" Iowa State student score. 
We «jn present three slides as exasqûes before we begin. Then, ten trials will be run for you 
to practice with. Remember also that job holders rate jobs subjectively and that therefore, 
two identical sets of job characteristics may not have received identical desirability 
responses from the job holders. 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ITE^S. THAIffi YOU. 
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Questionnaire 
Please answer each item by circling one of the numbers on the 9-point scale given 
below each question. 
1, How much would you expect to improve your performance over a second set of 
100 slides? 
1  2  . 3 4  5  6  7  8 9  
07o 25% 50% 75% 100% 
Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement 
2, To what extent did you become involved with the activity of making desirability 
judgements? 
9  8  7 6  5 4 3  2 1  
100% 75% 50% 25% 0% 
Involved Involved Involved Involved Involved 
3, How much did you enjoy giving your desirability ratings? 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
No enjoyment Didn't Maximum 
at all enjoy Average Enjoyed enjoyment 
4, How much would you like to participate in a similar experiment later on in 
the quarter? 
9  8  7 6 5 4 3  2 1  
Definitely Probably Probably Definitely 
want to would wouldn't wouldn't 
participate participate Indifferent participate participate 
5, As compared with other tasks, how difficult did you find this activity? 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Very easy Easy Average Difficult very difficult 
6, As compared with other tasks, to what extent did you think this activity re­
quired abilities that you already possess? 
9  8  7 6 5 4 3  2 1  
Definitely Probably Probably Definitely 
required required didn't require didn't require 
abilities abilities Indifferent abilities abilities 
I possess I possess I possess I possess 
7, How many times,IF ANY, did you wait for the second slide to come up and then 
use the response given by the job holders as if it were yours? 
1  2  3 4 5 6  7  8 9  
Never Once Twice 3 times 4 times 5 times 6 times Many Almost all 
times the time 
8, Do you believe that the ability required for the successful accomplishment 
of this activity is a valuable one? 
9  8  7 6 5 4 3  2 1  
Definitely Not Definitely 
valuable Valuable Indifferent valuable not valuable 
